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Abstract
The classroom is a dynamic social setting where teachers respond affectively to student failure.
Divergent affective reactions toward learning and achievement occur in teachers with fixed and
malleable views of intelligence, which impact students’ self-esteem and expectations for future
success. The present study explored teacher and student variables related to emotive classroom
expression toward test failures of boys. View of intelligence as fixed or malleable, attribution of
controllability (effort & ability) and student condition were measured and examined in relation to
the affects frustration, sympathy, positive or negative feedback and expectations for future
failure. Attributions of controllability (effort & ability) were manipulated through the use of
failure vignettes. The vignettes varied systematically on degree of effort and ability displayed by
disabled and non-disabled students. Two hundred and ten K-12 school teachers completed
questionnaires measuring type of IQ beliefs, affects and demographic variables. The data
obtained from utilization of a quasi-experimental design were analyzed by t-tests and analysis of
variance for independent groups. The results of the study were discussed within the context of
educational and cognitive psychological theories and implications for research and practice are
provided. The findings show that fixed and malleable theorists differ in their emotional responses
of frustration and expectation for future failure in the ability, effort, and student status
conditions. There was no differential response between groups on expressions of sympathy or
praise in any conditions. A significant inference of this research is that practicing teachers, as
well as teachers in training should be taught to develop a malleable cognitive mindset to deal
with challenges, obstacles and difficulties, which may transpire in inclusive classrooms.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
As the philosophy and organization of public education has evolved over the past six
decades, there has been a gradual transition from exclusion to segregated special education to
inclusive education for disabled students. Although this current educational approach is
controversial, it is fully supported by the U.S. federal courts. There is little empirical research
evidence that inclusion is effective, particularly among students with high-incidence disabilities
(Klingner, Vaughn, Hughes, Schumm, & Elbaum, 1998; Vaughn & Schumm, 1995). Many
teachers hold strong negative feelings about inclusion and believe that decision makers are out of
touch with classroom realities (Vaughn, Schumm, Jallad, Slusher, & Saumell, 1994). From a
critical and descriptive review of the literature on teacher effectiveness research between the
years, 1998-2009, Klassen, Tze, Betts, and Gordon (2011) concluded that the relationship among
quality of teaching, self-efficacy and student outcome is uncertain. The authors state, “…the
connection between teachers’ efficacy and student outcome is not as strong as is assumed by
most researchers” (p.40). In another outcome study, Klininger et al. (1998) reported that learning
disabled students placed in general education classes, even with support services, showed no
improvement over the school year. There are numerous studies that indicate educators do not
believe that inclusion works (Fuchs, 2009; Monahan, 1997; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Many
educators question whether or not teaching students with diverse educational needs is their
responsibility (Jordan & Stanovich, 2003). As inclusive educational programs expand, “…the
gap between educational research and practice may be growing because the diversity and needs
within our education communities are increasing…” (Klassen et al., 2011, p. 40). The
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controversy has resulted in increased attention to the way general education teachers perceive
these “at risk” students, and teachers’ beliefs in their ability to provide effective and appropriate
instruction for these students. In the absence of quality teacher-student relationships, children’s
academic, social and emotional competence and overall health will be negatively affected
(Garner, Moses, & Waajid, 2013). Positive teacher-student relationships are a significant
resource for children at risk of school failure, and conflict or disconnection between teachers and
students increases that risk (Ladd & Burgess, 2001; Martin & Dowson, 2009). Given this social
context, if teachers’ mindsets regarding inclusion change from fixed to malleable, higher
academic achievement may result.
Over the course of an academic year, teachers work together with their students and have
the responsibility to help them succeed in an achievement context. The fostering of achievement
striving among students occurs within inclusive classrooms, where teachers in particular often
become emotionally reactive to the successes and failures of their students (Hareli & Weiner,
2002). Teachers’ emotional reactions and student feedback from teachers have far reaching
psychological consequences for students, often affecting their self-esteem and academic
achievement. A cause of negative reactions is the opposition that teachers feel toward inclusion,
as well as the lack of instructional skills and knowledge of disabled students. Teachers fear they
possess inadequate classroom management skills. The inclusive classroom is the setting where
teaching and learning take place between teachers and students. Activities in the classroom are
an interpersonal, dynamic process. Teacher personalities are exposed to students, and student
personalities are exposed to teachers. In this achievement-oriented environment it is natural for
teachers to appraise students’ personalities, ability levels or intelligence, and their potential for
academic success. Teachers bring preconceived beliefs about learning and intelligence into the

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

3
E

classroom, as well as personal beliefs regarding their responsibility for students’ academic
achievements (Dweck, 2000). The cognitive components of teacher beliefs, judgments, and
appraisals are fundamental for emotions to emerge (Schutz & Davis, 2000).
Research has shown that teacher beliefs affect their reactions toward students, which
influences their evaluation of them (Brophy, 1983; Dweck, 2000; Grieve, 2009; Kamens,
Loprete & Slowstad, 2000; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1966; Ross-Hill, 2009; Ryan, 2009; Sutton &
Wheatley, 2003). The research of Dweck (Dweck, 2000; Dweck, Chiu & Hong, 1995) has shown
that teacher beliefs in the malleability or fixedness of intelligence can influence teachers’
approaches and students’ levels of achievement. Teachers who hold fixed views of intelligence
view ability as stable, unable to grow with effort and learn through teacher efforts. Teachers who
hold a malleable view of intelligence view student ability as unstable, and able to grow with
effort and learn through teacher efforts. In the dynamic functioning of the classroom where
failure is part of the learning process (Fowler & Peterson, 1981), research shows that teachers
frequently display the emotions of anger when they perceive failure due to students’ lack of
effort, and pity/sympathy when they perceive students lack of ability in the classroom situation
(Clark, 1997; Panik, 2010). Teachers with a fixed (entity) belief of intelligence will display
similar reactions. Teachers who hold a malleable (incremental) view of intelligence will display
significantly less anger, pity, and negative responses because they believe in intelligence and
effort as being responsive to growth initiatives by students and teachers. Because teacher beliefs
are related to teacher emotional expression and do affect achievement and self-esteem, there is a
need to gain understanding of how teacher beliefs in intelligence as fixed or as malleable, and
attribution of controllability (effort and ability), and student status may affect teacher responses
to students in the classroom. No studies have been done in this area.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to compare the attributes of effort, ability, and disabled and
non-disabled students by teachers with different implicit theories of intelligence (Dweck, 2000).
Specifically, the study explores the degree to which teachers’ knowledge of a disability, varied
ability levels, and varied levels of effort, by teachers with different mindsets (fixed and
malleable) influence the following teacher emotive responses to failure in the classroom:
frustration and sympathy, level of reward or punishment administered, and expectations of future
failure.
Significance of the Problem
Understanding variables which may influence teachers’ affective responses and academic
expectations toward disabled students is important when considering an inclusive educational
environment. Teachers’ perceptions, expectations, and understanding of disabled students in
regular education classes vary considerably among teachers. The literature regarding its
effectiveness and appropriateness is highly controversial among educators. Many believe that
disabled students should be educated in separate special education classes. In addition, the
literature lacks prescriptive methods to guide teachers’ behavior towards and instruction for these
students. In aggregate, teachers complain that they lack training in educating students with
special needs (Marin, 2014; Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012), and make few attempts
to differentiate instruction or use other teaching strategies. As a result, many inclusive students
do not achieve their full potential in the academic and/or social domains. Teachers’ lack of
knowledge of the disabled may negatively influence educational judgments and decisions, which
can impair student achievement and thus their self-esteem. Another variable, innate to many
teachers, is the erroneous belief that special needs students have limited ability or low
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intelligence. This belief is a significant factor related to poor instruction of the disabled in
inclusive settings. Concomitant with this belief is a powerful, affective message communicated
to the students, that due to their learning problems, effort in the classroom is without merit.
Motivation is reduced and repeated failures lead to “learned helplessness” (Bar-Tal, 1978; Ee &
Atputhasamy, 2002; Fowler & Peterson, 1981; Seligman & Maier, 1967). Consequently, teachers
put forth poor effort and create a learning environment based on the “soft bigotry of low
expectations” (Sparks, 2013), conducive neither to student nor to teacher success. Biased and
negative beliefs held by teachers toward the disabled generate the Golem effect, a self-fulfilling
prophecy of failure.
Because teachers are the most important resource in implementing successful inclusion
programs (Avramidis & Norivich, 2002; Burke & Sutherland, 2004; Subban & Sharma, 2006)
understanding personality characteristics may differentiate efficacious from non-efficacious
inclusion teachers. Efficacious teachers hold the belief that they can influence academic
achievement. They set high goals for themselves and their students. To achieve the desired
outcome they are more persistent and work more intensely than low efficacious teachers.
Teachers with low efficacy do not hold positive beliefs or teach with such optimism. This
research proposes that Dweck’s Implicit Theories of Intelligence (Dweck, 2000) should be
investigated to identify possible characteristics of competent teachers who can maximize
disabled and low effort/ability students’ achievements. Dweck’s research identifies two theories
of intelligence, an entity theory and an incremental theory. Teachers possessing an entity theory
view intelligence as a fixed quantity, not responsive to change or growth. Teachers holding an
incremental view of intelligence view personal attributes as dynamic abilities that can be
changed and develop through effort. Intelligence is viewed as a malleable trait.
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Given the present controversy over inclusive education, as well as teacher dissatisfaction,
there is a need to identify personality variables in teachers who will be effective in the inclusive
classroom. Teachers holding and generally applying a malleable view of intelligence may be the
best teachers for inclusive classrooms. An investigation of the variables discussed here is done in
order to benefit teachers, students, and parents. Additionally, understanding these classroom
variables will provide substantive information for teacher and pre-service teacher education. If
educators’ implicit theories of intelligence shows significant results, this knowledge can be used
to change teachers’ cognitions toward regular and disabled students. Teachers can become
educated about the plasticity of the brain, about intelligence and malleability, about student and
teacher effort, and growth potential. In addition, they can learn to modify their reactions and
negative beliefs when interacting with students. Teachers can learn to be more competent and
thus reduce personal stress levels. The format of teacher education may be the traditional style or
the cognitive behavioral style as recommended by Warren (2010). This research will also
contribute to Dweck’s theory of Mindset.
Definition of Terms
The definitions of the variables as conceptualized for this study are presented as follows:
Implicit theories of intelligence: This term refers to beliefs or mindsets that individuals
hold (implicitly) about intelligence or ability (Dweck, 2006). It is characterized by two alternate
forms: fixed or malleable. A fixed theory of intelligence is one in which people believe that
intelligence is fixed or limited, an “entity”, that cannot increase with effort. A malleable theory
of intelligence is defined as a belief that intelligence and abilities can be increased through effort.
It is described as “incremental.”
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Implicit Self-theories: This definition refers to the psychological processes that occur in
an individual’s formation of beliefs about themselves (i.e. Self-theories). Self-theories create
their psychological worlds, shaping thoughts, feelings, and behavior. Motivation and
achievement are influenced by one’s Self-theories (Dweck, 2000).
Attributions of controllability: This term describes the process that occurs as teachers
attempt to make sense of students' actions. Behavior can be understood as controllable or
uncontrollable, depending on the teacher’s perception about whether or not the student's behavior
is under his or her (the student) volitional control. Effort is a controllable attribute but ability is
an uncontrollable attribute. A learning disability can be perceived either as controllable or
uncontrollable.
Teacher affect: This term refers to the emotional responses elicited by teachers following
students’ failures in an achievement context. In this study, the four variables, praise, frustration,
sympathy, and expectations of future failure will be the teacher affective responses which are
measured as dependent variables.
Pity: Pity is an affective emotional response stemming from the apprehension of another's
emotional state or condition that is not the same as the other’s state or condition, but consists of
feelings of sorrow, sympathy, or concern for the other. It is identified as sympathy on the
vignette rating scale to reduce the social desirability impact or influence.
Anger: Anger is a negative affective emotional experience in response to another's
situation or behavior. It is identified as frustration on the vignette rating scale to reduce the social
desirability impact or influence
Feedback: This term refers to the degree of positive or negative affective feedback from
teachers following student failure. In this study, feedback is synonymous with praise.
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Future expectations for failure: This refers to affective emotive responses from teachers
about further failure.
Inclusion: As utilized in this research, inclusion is defined as the educational placement
of students with learning disabilities in regular general education classes.
Teacher beliefs: These are the combined cognitive and emotional ideas and feelings that
teachers hold about inclusive education, attributions of controllability, and Self-theories of
intelligence.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The zeitgeist of public education today is inclusive education. The movement originated
from a series of legislative and court decisions involving discrimination. The foundation of the
inclusive education policy is rooted in the pursuit of social justice and principles of law. As such,
the practice is not based on any evidenced–based educational research or theory. The inclusive
mandate has, and continues to stimulate much contentious debate and divisiveness among
educators (Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 2006; Kauffman, 1993, 2002; McLeskey, 2007). There has
been little inquiry into the effectiveness and outcomes of inclusive programs.
This research attempts to contribute new knowledge to inclusive education by applying
Dweck’s Implicit-Theories of intelligence to teacher affect and responses to disabled and nondisabled students in a failure situation. It is important to differentiate the beliefs, attitudes and
expectations among teachers toward all students.
This chapter reviews and analyzes theory and research related to the current study.
Initially, teacher affect and responses to children in the classroom are reviewed. Next, Carol
Dweck’s Implicit-Theories are reviewed, followed by a discussion of theoretical foundations of
implicit self-theories, and self-theories in relation to academic achievement. The development
and nature of teacher beliefs and their relationship to education are incorporated into the Teacher
Beliefs Section. An historical overview of inclusion and teacher beliefs regarding this concept
follows. The final section discusses Attribution of Controllability which reviews controllability,
affects, and their links to effort and ability.
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Teacher Affect
The nature and scope of education have been debated for centuries. "Indeed, the single
trait which is alone sufficient to distinguish man from all other creatures is the quality of
educability – it is the species character of Homo sapiens" (Montagu, 1956, p. 9). The educative
process is a life-long phenomenon whereby human potentialities unfold in a social context. It
begins at birth and continues into old-age to produce acceptable members of the community
(Tiger & Fox, 1971). Devereux (1956) views the education process as an interaction of culture
and personality whereby, “a cultural neutral or amorphous young organism is transformed into a
human being – a zoon politicon – and into a citizen as well “(p. xix). This transformation is a
social process of change involving man's ethnically neutral humanization (culturalization and
socialization) and man's ethnically definite incorporation into a particular social and cultural
pattern (ethnicization). Normal physical maturation over time is assumed (Devereux, 1956). In
simple societies children were educated by the family. As societies grew more complex, the role
of teacher developed in order to program the young, and to provide instruction and
indoctrination. With the usurpation of responsibility for education from the family to the state,
one can see the catalyst for the rise of modern public education and the origins of dynamic
emotional relationships among parents, teachers and children.
Along with motivation and cognition, psychologists now recognize emotions as one of
three fundamental classes of mental operations (Hilgard, 1980; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso,
2000). It follows logically that knowledge of teachers’ emotions is essential in understanding
teachers and the teaching process. However, much of the research on teachers is embedded in
broad sociological studies (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003) lacking experimental controls. Currently,
emotions are considered to be processes involving experiential, behavioral, and physiological
systems. Emotional regulation involves unconscious and conscious attempts to modify any of
these processes (Gross, 2002).
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In the classroom, teachers who experience high anger and low joy in teaching have the
opposite teaching experience, compared with those having low anger and much joy (Sutton &
Wheatley, 2003). Emotional expression in the classroom involves teacher cognitive processes.
Teachers’ affects and stress in relation to student behavior problems and failures in the classroom
has been documented (Warren, 2010). Emotional reactions occur throughout the school day in all
teaching and learning activities (Schutz & Lanehart, 2002). “Emotions are a significant part of
schooling and the daily lives of those involved in the educational process" (Schutz, Hong, Cross
& Osbon, 2006, p. 357). Teacher appraisal of the situation precedes actions, according to
attribution theory.
Within the cognitive domain of students, their perceptions of teachers’ emotional
reactions can have an influence on student learning (Caprara, Pastorelli, & Weiner, 1997;
Graham, 1984a). The work of Graham and colleagues (Graham, 1984a, 1984b; Weiner, Graham
& Chandler, 1982; Weiner, Graham, Stern, Lawson, 1982) has shown that in achievement
contexts, students’ interpretations of teachers’ emotional responses affected the student’s selfesteem. Students also typically inferred causal attributions for academic failure from teachers’
expressions of emotions (Stern & Graham, 1981). These outcomes stem from the social nature of
the classroom setting and the demands of instruction.
A variety of models have been proposed to conceptualize the processes mediating
between teachers' expectations and students’ performance. All models stress the importance of
two links in the mediation process: (1) teacher s’ expectations are expressed in differential
teacher behaviors, and (2) students perceive teachers' differential behaviors and interpret their
intent (Babad, Bernieri & Rosenthal, 1991). Graham’s work (1984a & 1984b) and Clark (1997)
have revealed that expressions of the affects, anger and pity by teachers are common. These
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affects are interpreted by students as reflecting the idea that teachers attribute a student’s failure
to lack of ability or lack of effort. Teachers perceive the main causes of failure to be a student’s
ability, effort, mood, or task difficulty (Yan & Li, 2008), with ability and effort being perceived
as the most dominant causes of success and failure (Graham, 1991).
Teacher affects are related to attribution of locus of causality (Weiner, 1993, 2000). If
teachers view student failure as due to internal causes such as ability and effort, they experience
less guilt, anxiety and sense of responsibility (Major, Kaiser & McCoy, 2003). Failure is viewed
as being caused by the student. Additionally, in school failure situations, teachers ascribe
significantly more responsibility to low effort student failure than to failure ascribed to low
ability (Matteucci, 2007). Teacher sense of responsibility and guilt for failure in high-ability
students was greater than for low-ability students (Bennett & Bennett, 1994). When some
students succeed, either those with high ability or students with disabilities, teachers attribute
their instruction as having an impact (Bennett & Bennett, 1994), and feel a sense of pride and
responsibility. In an attribution study, Georgiou, Christou, & Stavrinides (2002), using 277
elementary school teachers, examined the relationship between teacher attribution of student
failure, and teacher self-reported, in-class behavior toward the affected student. Using a
structured equation model, results showed that teachers expressed more pity and less anger when
they attribute a student’s low achievement to low abilities, and express more anger when
attributing low achievement to low effort. The cause of the failure (locus) is viewed as internal to
the students.
In an investigative study of students’ interpretations of teachers’ emotional feedback to
student failure, Weiner et al. (1982) used vignettes describing a teacher responding to a failing
student with sympathy or anger. Subjects were asked to tell the reason why the teacher thought
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that the student had failed. The results showed that all subjects decided that teacher anger related
to lack of effort. The subjects were to rate the reason for the failure from several choices. The
results indicated significant causal attributions to both anger and pity. These emotions were
identified to a greater extent with adults than with children. When anger was the expressed
emotion, subjects as young as five inferred the reason for failure as due to lack of effort. Given
pity as the expressed emotion, subjects as young as seven inferred the cause was low ability. It is
clear from this research that when presented with teachers’ emotional feedback following a
failure situation, subjects typically perceive that angry teachers believed that the student failed
because he or she put forth a lack of effort. The reaction to pity showed the opposite results.
When students perceived that teachers responded with pity, they tended to believe that failure
reflected a lack of ability.
Dickhauser and Meyer (2006), using a sample of 159 girls and 152 boys, matched for
intelligence and math ability found that children eight and nine years of age detected teacher
expectations from the feedback. Girls detected from the teacher’s feedback regarding math skills,
that expectations for girls was lower than that for boys. Despite good intentions not to cause
harm, teachers may subtly and unconsciously convey their expectations to the students. A
criticism of past research is that many studies were not controlled for variables such as ability
level or personality type variables in teachers and students. The need for achievement differences
and levels of aspiration of participants were not clearly stated. It is possible that various degrees
of achievement need and aspiration level would have obtained different results. Nonetheless,
attributional research by Clark, 1997; Caprara et al., 1997; Graham, 1984a; Stern & Graham,
1981; Weiner, Graham & Chandler, 1982, have been consistent in linking teachers’ emotional
feedback to anger and pity.
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A related study focused on students’ self-ascriptions for failure and future expectancies
for success following their own interpretations of teachers’ emotional reactions. Graham, 1984a,
(as cited in Panik, 2010, p.3) hypothesized that students’ would make specific inferences
regarding teachers’ attributions for student failure, based on the expressed teacher emotion.
Additionally, Graham hypothesized that teachers’ emotions would guide students’ selfascriptions for failure and expectations for future success. One hundred, seventy-six student
participants were presented with four trials resulting in repeated failure on a puzzle-solving task.
Following the participants’ failures, the experimenter (acting as a teacher) conveyed anger (i.e.,
“I’m angry with you.”), pity (i.e., “I feel sorry for you.”) or no affective reaction to the students.
Participants then reported their inferences about the reasons why the teacher thought they failed,
in addition to self-ascriptions for failure and expectations for future success. Findings supported
the researchers’ hypotheses that there would be a relationship among teachers’ emotional
responses and students’ cognitions about the failure. Participants inferred that the teachers who
communicated sympathy following failure believed that students were low in ability, and
teachers who communicated anger believed the students had exerted low effort. When the
teacher was sympathetic, participants were more likely to attribute their own failures to low
ability. Participants presented with the angry teacher tended to make higher self-ascriptions to
lack of effort than did participants in the other affect conditions.
Teachers’ affects and expectations of students influence their motivation and academic
achievement. Clark (1997) and Dickhauser & Meyer (2006) indicate that students frequently
obtain beliefs of competence, success or failure from cues by the classroom teacher. Subtle cues
are often communicated in the form of gestures, body language and verbalizations. Babad et al.
(1991) used students as judges of teachers' verbal and non-verbal behavior. Subjects viewed brief
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(10-second) videotapes, audiotapes, and combined audio-visual tapes of teachers "talking about"
and "talking to" students. Babad et al. (1991) showed the facility, accuracy, and sensitivity with
which students can interpret verbal and non-verbal cues from teachers regarding opinions of high
expectancy and low expectancy students. Using the same experimental design, Babad and Taylor
(1992) studied teacher transparency in males and females from ages 10 through early adulthood.
Only non-verbal communications were evaluated through facial expressions and body language.
Meaning was detected from non-verbal behavior higher in the “talking to” condition rather than
the “talking about” condition.
Babad, Babad, and Rosenthal (2003), in a related study using high school students,
demonstrated the validity of students' ability to interpret meaning from teachers in various
instructional activities, using 10-second videos. In an earlier study on the teachers' pet
phenomena, Babad (1995), covertly, studied teacher affects toward teacher’s “favorite” students
in the classroom. The sample consisted of 80 classrooms in upper elementary grades (2,475
students). All teachers were females between the ages of 20-45. Several questionnaires were
completed by students and teachers. One significant finding was that teachers displayed
differential affective behaviors but were unaware that their behaviors were accurately perceived
and understood by students.
Brophy and Good (1974) studied behavior changes of teachers toward first graders of
lower and middle, upper class black and white students. These investigators found that for
perceived low functioning students, less difficult material is taught and lower passing criteria is
established. Such teacher behaviors send cues of incompetence to children. The body of work by
Babad and colleagues (1991, 1992, 1995, & 2003), as well as the other research reviewed,
provides strong evidence of emotional communication in the classroom.
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Research shows that student achievement short of teacher expectations often results in the
emotions of anger and sympathy by teachers (Reyna & Weiner, 2001). Sympathy can lead
students to ascribe their own failures to low ability and, subsequently, result in students’
expectations for future failure. Teachers perceived the situation as not controllable by the
student. Thus, instead of protecting the students’ self-esteem by expressing sympathy for the
students’ plight, teacher expression of sympathy may damage students’ self-esteem and
perceptions of their own academic efficacy. Alternatively, responses of anger by teachers can
lead students to ascribe their failure to lack of effort and result in high student expectation for
future successes (Panik, 2010). The teacher implies that outcome was controllable by the student.
Thus, teacher expression of the affect anger may communicate an adaptive message to students,
implying that they can be successful with effort (Graham, 1984b). Graham (1984b) also reported
that anger is often an emotional reaction that is avoided by teachers, perhaps because of its
presumed threat to student self-esteem. However, anger may be a favorable response because it
conveys to the student an adaptive attributional message: I [the teacher] think that you failed
because you did not try very hard to do well on this task; this leaves room for the student to
perform better on future tasks. It is evident that a teacher’s emotional expression to student
failure and success, and student interpretation of these emotions influence the student's selfesteem in relation to his or her intellectual, personal and academic competencies (Panik, 2010).
In reaction to student success, teachers often express praise. Giving praise for success on
simple tasks can send the low ability message to students. In contrast, withholding praise
following success on simple tasks may send the high ability message to students. Mueller and
Dweck (1998) performed a series of six studies to evaluate the influence of teacher praise on
student goals and subsequent achievement. Each sample comprised Caucasian, African
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American and Hispanic fifth grade boys and girls between the ages of 10 and 12. A small
number of Asians were noted in study 5. All studies demonstrated that praise for intelligence had
more negative consequences for students’ motivation for achievement than did praise for effort.
Subjects praised for intelligence were found to care more about performance goals relative to
learning goals than children praised for effort after failure. They also displayed less task
persistence, less task enjoyment, more low-ability attributions, and worse task performance than
children praised for effort. Children praised for intelligence described it as a fixed trait more than
children praised for hard work who believed it to be subject to improvement.
In a later study on praise (Kamins & Dweck, 1999) performed a two-part study on 66
males and 65 female kindergarten children with a mean age of 5.7 years. In study 1, the sample
role-played various classroom problems with setbacks. In study 2, the sample successfully solved
classroom problems. Subjects then received one of three forms of praise: personal, outcome or
process praise. Results indicated that children displayed significantly more "helpless" responses
and self-blame on all dependent measures after personal criticism or praise, than they did after
process criticism or praise. Thus personal feedback, even when positive, can create vulnerability
and a sense of contingent self-worth.
In a similar study, Ciampian, Arce, Markman, and Dweck (2007) assessed praise on a
sample of 24 preschool boys with a mean age of 4.6 years. Subjects used puppets to act out
scenes between child and teacher. Each child received verbal feedback that was either generic or
non-generic. Results indicated that on post-test measures, children who received generic praise
exhibited significantly more helpless behavior than children who received non-generic praise.
The authors concluded that subtle linguistic cues by teachers could have a negative effect on
children's motivation.
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Wilkinson (1981) performed a meta-analysis on teacher praise and found no relationship
to academic achievement (overall effect = 0.12). Similarly, Kluger and DeNisi (1998) after a
review of literature, reported a similar effect size for praise (0.09). The authors state that no
praise had a larger effect on academic achievement (0.34). Elwell and Tiberio (1994)
administered the Praise Attitude Questionnaire to 620 Caucasian students with a small
percentage of African American, Hispanic and Asian students. Results indicate that students
prefer praise for effort rather than for high ability. Praise given privately is preferred over being
praised in view of the peer group. Although teachers intend praise as a positive behavioral
reinforcement, it may have a negative influence by communicating lower ability expectations to
students (Mueller & Dweck, 1998; Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008).
The need to study teachers’ affective responses to student failure in the classroom has
increased because more special education and regular students are combined in classes (Panik,
2010). Inclusive classroom environments are typically created to maximize the time in which
special education children are educated within general education classrooms by providing
children in need of special education with supports that are built into the general education
classroom. These programs meet students’ special needs within the least restrictive environment
(LRE) by minimizing the amount of time they are away from their general education peers and
their general education teachers. In the inclusion model, students with special needs receive more
academic instruction and feedback from the general education teachers. According to the United
States Department of Education (2003), approximately 96% of students with disabilities are
educated in regular education schools and almost half of the students are in general education
classes for most of the day. The percentage of high school students being educated at the typical
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age level for the grade has increased from 32% in 1987 to 53% in 2001 (United States
Department of Education, 2003.)
Consequently, teacher’s affective responses to student failure play an even greater role as
general education teachers respond to students who are at greater risk for failure. Clark (1997)
examined the influence of teacher affect and evaluated the feedback on special education
students and matched general education peers. Findings indicated that a more intense pattern of
teacher affect and teacher behavior emerged among teachers when they were presented with
vignettes describing children diagnosed with a learning disability (Clark, 1997). In most cases,
teachers responded to students with learning disabilities with more pity and less anger, and with
greater reward and less punishment, patterns that are often interpreted by students as low-ability
cues. These cues affect students’ conceptions about themselves as learners. According to Clark
(1997), students gain information about their personal competencies from cues within the
classroom, with the most important source of information coming from the classroom teacher.
The results of these studies suggest that identifying variables that link teachers’ emotional
responses to student failure is critical. Clark (1997) recommended that teacher traits or qualities
be investigated as influencing student achievement, but little research has been found in this area.
Panik (2010) reports that teacher variables have not been systematically studied.
Therefore, understanding the variables that predict teachers’ affective responses to
students’ failure is critical and is the focus of this investigation. Important variables to be
examined are teacher beliefs about intelligence. Intelligence viewed as a fixed trait or as a
malleable trait should be explored, determining whether or not it influences the relationship
between teachers and students. It is possible that a fixed view or a malleable view of intelligence
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by teachers is related to emotional expressions. This possibility requires further investigation
concerning its influence on teaching disabled and non-disabled students.
Implicit Self-Theories
The work of Carol Dweck is a research-based model of motivational processes and
personality. It utilizes a social-cognitive approach to understand how people construe situations,
interpret events, and process information (Dweck, 1986). Her Self-theories model is built around
the idea that people develop beliefs that organize their worlds and give meaning to their
experiences. These beliefs may be called “meaning systems”; different people create different
meaning systems. People’s beliefs about themselves, their self-theories, can create a different
psychological world, leading them to think, feel and act differently in identical situations
(Dweck, 2000; Molden & Dweck, 2000; Molden & Dweck, 2006). Dweck and Leggett (1988)
indicate that implicit beliefs are directed toward the self, as well as toward characteristics of
other people, places, and things, or the world in general. The idea that people’s beliefs or theories
form a meaning system has a venerable history in philosophy and psychology (e. g. Kelly 1955;
Langer, 1997; Pepper, 1942; Whitehead, 1929, 1938) and forms the basis of much exciting work
in psychology, including personality, social psychology, clinical psychology, cross-cultural
psychology, psychological anthropology, cognitive psychology, and developmental psychology
(Dweck, 2000).
Motivation is a pervasive and important determinant of behavior. It denotes the
energization (i.e. instigation) and direction of behavior (Covington, 2000). Wiener (1992)
defines motivation as "the study of the determinants of thought and action - it addresses the
reasons why behavior is initiated, persists, and stops, as well as what choices are made" (p. 17).
Eccles & Wigfield (2002) state that motivation focuses on the relationship among personal
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beliefs, values, and goals with actions. According to Covington (2000), motivation is the
investigation of that which prompts action. The word motivation is derived from the Latin verb
movare meaning to move (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Studies on motivation combine and
investigate the variables intrinsic to one’s personality, which cause behavior. For Dweck, human
motivaton and cognitive beliefs form the basis for her implicit self-theories. Meaning and
motivation are connected (Dweck, Mangels & Good, 2004).
Dweck (1995) reviews evidence for a new model of individual differences in judgments
and reactions named implicit theories. “The model holds that people‘s implicit theories about
human attributes structure the way they understand and react to human actions and outcomes”
(Dweck, 1995, p.267). Her theory derived from the work of Kelly (1955) on personal constructs,
and Heider’s (1958) field theory of social perception. Dweck’s “implicit” concept stems from
Heider’s “naive theories” or common sense understanding of phenomena as opposed to scientific
knowledge. “Theories” originated from Heider’s 1958 goal of possessing an abstract
understanding of the social world (Wegener & Petty, 1998).
Dweck’s research has focused on the relationship, which emerges from people’s
fundamental beliefs about the nature of the self and the social world. Beliefs and meaning can
modify the cognitions and mental processes through which they perceive this world (Molden &
Dweck, 2006). The essence of Dweck’s body of research has focused on the static and dynamic
qualities of individual traits. More specifically, the attributes of intelligence, abilities and
personality and beliefs regarding their modifiability are the core of her research (Molden &
Dweck, 2006; Dweck, 2000). Static traits refer to attributes that are relatively fixed and belief in
these fixed traits is termed entity theory. These traits are variables unable to grow from personal
development or enrichment. Alternatively, dynamic traits refer to attributes that are malleable.
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These are attributes which can be enhanced and developed with effort, and is referred to as
incremental theory (Molden & Dweck, 2006; Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Dweck et al. 1995).
Dweck (2010) states that after 30 years of research on student motivation, the most important
thing she has learned is that “the most motivated and resilient students are not the ones who think
they have a lot of fixed or innate intelligence. Instead, the most motivated and resilient students
are the ones who believe that their abilities can be developed through their effort and learning”
(p.6). Dweck summarizes her experimental and field research documenting self-theories impact
on view of intelligence, goal orientation, and response to failure in relation to motivation and
achievement in her popular primer (Dweck, 2000).
Early Freudian literature on personality formulation postulated the ego as director of id
instincts and motivation. Freud's studies on psychogenic illness, expanding upon Charcot's work
on hysteria, showed that bodily disease can be caused by ideas, and that symptoms have meaning
(Rangell, 1959; Stephen, 1960). Freud's concepts, ego, ideas, meaning, and motivation are
similar to concepts used in Dweck's research. Dweck and other personality theorists use the term
“self” as the concept which governs motivation and personality development. Dweck (2000)
contends that “we develop representations or ideas about the self that have tremendous
motivational power” (p. 138). Motivation for achievement and a sense of competence has
meaning for the self and builds self-esteem. “Thus, achievement motivation is powered by a
valuing of both competence acquisition (learning goals) and competence validation (performance
goals)” (Dweck & Molden, 2005, p.122).
However, research data showed Dweck that equally matched children perform differently
and responded differently following failure (Dweck, 1975; Dweck & Rapucci, 1973; Rapucci,
1973). Some of them tend to give up when presented with challenge, a helpless pattern, yet
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others persist and seem to flourish in challenging tasks, a mastery - oriented pattern (Diener &
Dweck, 1978). Their research led them to emphasize the importance of malleability in beliefs
about fundamental attributes and the role of effort. In investigating these differences, Dweck
formulated the achievement goal construct to explain the purpose of behavior in an achievement
context. Two goals were identified, learning and performance. The purpose of learning goals is
to develop confidence and mastery. The purpose of performance goals is to demonstrate
competence and to avoid displaying incompetence. “Implicit theories of ability were identified as
separable from achievement goals and were construed as predictors of their adoption. A belief
that ability is a stable entity was posited to lead to performance goal adoption, whereas a belief
that ability is malleable was posited to lead to learning goal adoption" (Elliot, 2005, p. 54). The
research on Dweck’s implicit theories of intelligence has demonstrated a strong relationship
between an individual's theory of intelligence and his or her goal orientation that, in turn,
influence the nature of the individual's ability to cope with failure (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).
Dweck’s model incorporates two frameworks for understanding achievement and
intelligence. These are the theory of fixed intelligence and the theory of malleable intelligence.
Dweck’s motivational process model seeks to explicate the basis for varied responses to failure
in achievement contexts. Following failure, subjects develop either a mastery or a helpless
orientation toward future learning (Diener & Dweck, 1978). Mastery is considered an adaptive
response but helplessness is maladaptive. “Mastery - oriented qualities grow out of the way
people understand intelligence, and there are two entirely different ways that people understand
intelligence” (Dweck, 2000, p.2). The fixed theory of intelligence also identified as entity theory,
views intelligence as a fixed unchangeable trait. As an entity, it possesses a fixed quality, a
permanent personality trait that cannot develop or expand. The malleable theory also identified
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as incremental theory views intelligence as a malleable trait that can increase with effort. As
incremental, it allows for flexibility and malleability. It can be built on in increments (Molden &
Dweck, 2006). Incidentally, Dweck's malleable theory of intelligence is similar to that of the
inventor of the intelligence test, Alfred Binet, who believed that children with low intelligence
test scores could achieve incremental gains with special attention and motivation (Hergenhahn,
1992). He developed a program called “mental orthopedics”. This is a system of mental exercises
intended to increase motivation, attention, discipline and cognitive abilities (Gould, 1981). In
response to the training procedures he designed for students, Binet stated, “The intelligence of
these children has been increased. We have increased what constitutes the intelligence of a pupil:
the capacity to learn and to assimilate instruction” (Gould, 1981, p.154). The creation of the IQ
test originated from Binet's malleable view of learning. However around 1905, “American
psychologists perverted Binet's intention and invented the hereditarian theory of IQ. They reified
Binet's scores and took them as measures of an entity called intelligence” (Gould, 1981, p.157).
In America, the concept of the inheritance of intelligence was highly influenced by the biological
deterministic ideas of Francis Galton (Gould, 1981; Matarazzo, 1972).
Each theoretical belief of intelligence is analogous to a prism through which people view
themselves and their achievement experiences, as information from the social environment is
organized into a meaning system that determines subsequent patterns of cognition, affect, and
behavior. Dwecks Self-theories model is thought to have implications for human motivational
processes (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Dweck and Leggett (1988) state “…the central aspect of
our model (is) its depiction of the manner in which underlying personality variables can translate
into dynamic motivational processes to produce major patterns of cognition, affect, and
behavior…” (p. 271).
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Assessment of implicit theories in domains such as intelligence, morality and personality
traits has evolved from over twenty years of research by Carol Dweck. In each domain entity
(fixed) versus incremental (malleable) theory was measured by a three-item questionnaire using
a Likert 6-point scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). The original three
questions in the intelligence domain were, “You have a certain amount of intelligence and you
really can’t do much to change it”; “Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t
change very much”; and “You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic
intelligence” (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, p. 269). Questionnaire responses are averaged to obtain an
overall implicit score. Those with implicit scores of 3.0 or below are classified as entity (fixed)
theorists, and those with scores of 4.0 or higher are classified as incremental (malleable)
theorists. Using this criteria in numerous studies, approximately 15% of subjects are typically
excluded, with the remaining 85% being evenly distributed between fixed and malleable groups
(Dweck, 2000; Dweck & Molden, 2005; & Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995). Entity and incremental
theories do not determine behavior, but create a framework for imparting meaning to reality.
Theoretical Foundation for Implicit Self-Theories
The power of personal beliefs to shape motivation, emotions, thought, and behavior has a
long tradition in psychology. Ideas regarding self, self-belief, and individual differences has a
history in most fields of psychology (Pajares & Schunk, 2002). The psychodynamic theory of
personality places the cause of behavior within the individual. Behaviorism specifies the cause of
behavior emanating from the environment. In social-cognitive theory, self-development,
adaptation and change occur through an interplay of personal, behavioral, and environmental
influences. People’s beliefs and values plus biological factors influence behavior. The interaction
of personal, behavioral, and environmental factors is referred to as Triadic Reciprocal Causation
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(Bandura, 1986). Building upon the work of Heider (1958), Kelly (1955), and Bandura (1986),
Dweck developed a model she refers to as Social-Cognitive Theory: The Meaning Systems
Approach (Dweck, 2000). “Our approach is the “social-cognitive” approach to motivation,
personality, and the self. One branch of the social-cognitive approach addresses how social
information is processed. The other branch - the one I work in primarily - addresses how
people’s beliefs, values, and goals set up a meaning system, which they defined themselves and
operate” (Dweck, 2000, p.139). Implicit self-theories is a process model in which specific
cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes are related to goals; which may validate or expand
their attributions and competencies (Dweck, 2000). Mischel (1973), in a classic paper, criticized
the traditional “trait” theory of personality and challenged psychologists to develop a socialcognitive approach to personality. He enumerated the social-cognitive variables such as people’s
interpretation of situations and events, their expectations, their goals that mediate and regulate
behavior. He called for a processed- focused analysis of personality (Dweck, 2000).
Meaning systems have been extensively researched in the area of attribution theory.
Bergen (1991) states that the theory has generated hundreds, if not thousands of studies.
Attribution theory is a social-cognitive approach to understanding the meaning of behavior
pioneered by Weiner (Weiner, 1980b, 1985; Weiner& Kukla, 1970). It refers to how people
perceive motivation; how an observer infers a person’s motivation from his or her action. It is
concerned with the relationship between personal perception and interpersonal behavior (Weiner,
1992). Regarding Weiner’s work, Dweck (2006) comments, “The attributions people make for
their successes and failures (i.e. the way they explain them) will determine the impact of those
successes and failures” (Dweck, 2006, p.140). Explanation for failure, for example, in terms of
luck will lead to future optimism. Explanation in terms of ability will lead to pessimism. Dweck
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(2000) believes that Weiner’s work ushered in an era in which researchers could substantially
probe into how people‘s beliefs shaped their motivations.
Perception and interpretation of events evolved into the study of learned helplessness,
first studied experimentally by Overmier and Seligman (1967) and Seligman and Maier (1967).
They found dogs that were administered unavoidable and inescapable shocks later failed to avoid
and escape shocks which were avoidable. The authors coined this behavior “learned
helplessness.” In a footnote, Dweck and Leggett (1988) acknowledge that the term “helpless”
was adapted from animal research by Seligman, Maier, and Solomon (1971) because no human
studies on helplessness had been conducted at the time of her initial work (Dweck & Reppucci,
1973). In replicated experiments the phenomena of “learned helplessness” was observed in cats,
rats, fish, monkeys, and humans by Seligman and colleagues (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale,
1978; Seligman, 1975). They explained this phenomenon as interdependence between one’s
behavior and the presentation of aversive stimuli and/or termination of aversive stimuli. In
analoguous studies with humans, Hiroto (1974) and Hiroto and Seligman (1975), using sounds as
aversive stimuli, replicated learned helplessness. Dweck and Reppucci (1973), in a study with
human subjects, also observed learned helplessness. On a problem solving study using
elementary school children, the authors observed interdependence between ability, effort, and
reinforcement responsibilities to avoid the aversive event. In a later study, it was shown that
cognitive beliefs about events could be viewed as a pessimistic or an optimistic attitude and
predicted future behaviors, as well as mental and physical health (Seligman & Nolen-Haeksema,
1987).
Early studies on cognitive therapy influenced Dweck’s research integrating attribution,
cognition, and beliefs. Ross, Rodin and Zimbardo (1969), in a clinical study, discussed
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attribution therapy, a technique of replacing debilitating attributions with more positive ones to
reduce symptoms. Likewise, Ellis’s (1962) rational-emotive therapy teaches patients that it is not
the event which is causing their misery, but the interpretation of the event. His goal is to teach
them to alter their beliefs about the occurrence of the event, which can reduce maladaptive
responses. Cognitive behavioral therapy, rational-emotive therapy, multi-modal therapy, and
similar behavioral therapies attempt to modify clients’ maladaptive thinking about causes of
events. All behavioral therapies, in essence, attempt a reattribution of events (Dweck, 1972).
Dweck’s theory builds upon several relatively independent lines of investigation: contingency
learning in experimental animal psychology, attribution theory in personality-social psychology,
and cognitive therapy in clinical psychology (Dweck, 1972). Dweck (1972) comments, “Our
model delineates the meaning system in which the different attributions or explanatory styles
occur. That is, it spells out the personal theories and the goals that set up the explanatory styles”
(p.140).
Dweck and London, (2004) indicate that beliefs or mental representations can link social
development with other areas of psychology. An important critical point is that this research has
surprisingly few links to other areas of psychology. There is a need in the literature to integrate
Dweck’s work on beliefs with other subfields such as social psychology, personality psychology,
cognitive psychology and cognitive neuropsychology. There is also a paucity in the research
literature integrating Dweck’s work within the educational system, which is the focus of this
research. At the heart of cutting edge approaches in all of these areas is the idea that people
mentally represent their experiences, including emotions, and that studying these representations
and their organization can illuminate the processes that we seek to understand (Dweck &
London, 2004).
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Self-Theories and Achievement
An extensive body of literature has accrued on the topics of achievement and motivation
since the 1950s (Atkinson, 1957; Dweck & Wortman, 1982; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark &
Lowell, 1953). The research has focused on attribution theory (Ames, 1984; Wiener & Kukla,
1970; Wilson & Linnville, 1985), achievement goals (Ames & Archer, 1988; Elliot & Dweck,
1988; Elliott & Church, 1997), and their relationship to academic achievement in educational
settings. Dweck’s contribution to the achievement goal construct emerged from independent and
collaborative work with Carol Ames, Marty Maehr, and John Nicholls at the University of
Illinois in the mid to late 1970s (Elliott, 2005). Several studies were conducted (Diener &
Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck, 1975; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973) showing that children matched for
intelligence showed significant variability on achievement tasks. Respondents were characterized
in the “mastery” or “helpless” category. In response to failure, the “mastery” subjects were
adaptive, responded with more effort, and displayed positive affect for future learning. The
“helpless” subjects attributed failure to lack of ability, displayed negative affect, decreased effort
and avoidance of future learning. Dweck concluded that cognitions were important but underutilized in achievement research (Dweck & Elliot, 1983). Implicit theories were identified as
cognitions influencing achievement goals. Belief in ability as a stable entity results in pursuing
performance goals, and belief that ability is malleable and unstable results in pursuing learning
goals (Dweck & Legget, 1988).
Dweck and Leggett (1988) proposed an empirical model, frequently supported in the
literature, that belief in intelligence either as a fixed entity or as incremental and malleable gives
rise to particular goal orientations. Entity theorists are related to performance goals and
incremental theorists are related to learning goals. Dweck and Leggett (1988) report that
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individuals with performance goals seek to validate their competence in a particular area in an
effort to seek approval. Their goal is to document ability and look smart and avoid appearing
unintelligent. Incremental theorists believe that intelligence can be increased, based on learning
effort. Dweck’s model has been verified in research both with children and with adults (Diener &
Dweck, 1980; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Elliot & Dweck, 1988;
Henderson & Dweck, 1990).
Henderson and Dweck (1990 cited in Dweck, 2000) evaluated achievement and theories
of intelligence with of a group of seventh graders entering junior high school. Theories of
intelligence and confidence in their intelligence were measured at the beginning of the year. The
researchers later examined the students’ report card grades and found that entity theorists
declined significantly in class ranking. Moreover, the students reported high confidence in their
intelligence. Incremental theorists improved their class ranking, but reported low confidence in
their intelligence. When attributes for failure were given, entity theorists tended to doubt their
intelligence, whereas incremental theorists felt that their strategies and effort needed to improve.
Similar to Henderson and Dweck, but adding a performance goal, Sorich and Dweck
(1999, as cited in Dweck, 2000) evaluated achievement and theories of intelligence. The sample
consisted of students beginning junior high school in a large Northeastern city. Achievement
scores from the previous year, students' theories of intelligence, confidence in intelligence,
achievement goals, their beliefs about effort, and reaction to failures were measured. The sample
was divided into incremental and entity theorists based on Dweck's scale. When year-end grades
were examined, entity theorists declined significantly in class rank. Achievement scores in
English and Math were about equal from the previous year, as was confidence level and value
for academic achievement. “Incremental theorists earned significantly higher grades than entity
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theorists in English and in Math, almost a full grade higher in both subjects. (Incidentally, when
looking at students’ grades and achievement test scores the next year, in eighth grade, the
differences were still there)” (Dweck, 2000 p.33).
Therefore, goal orientations and theories of intelligence result in various response styles
in challenging learning situations. When an individual who is an entity theorist experiences
failure following a performance goal (to get a good grade), the failure suggests that ability is felt
to be lacking. So, as Dweck describes, the individual often responds in a helpless manner,
characterized by avoidance of learning (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). These subjects are likely to
exhibit a helpless reaction when they feel low efficacy for a task. A person who has an
incremental view has a more positive reaction. After failure, an incrementalist reacts with the
need to master the material, not as one without the ability to master the material. They are more
likely to exhibit a master-oriented response. These individuals seek challenge regardless of
ability level and they are persistent in goal-striving following failure conditions (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988). Because intelligence is viewed as something that is developed and acquired, they
continue to exhibit a mastery response even in situations where they doubt their own current
abilities (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).
Dweck argues that helpless response styles are maladaptive and that mastery responses
are adaptive, based on the cognitions, affects, and behaviors that are distinctive of each pattern
(Dweck, 2000). Dweck’s research (Dweck, 2000) indicates that helpless response styles
following failure are characterized by belittling ability and intelligence, challenge avoidance, and
poor problem-solving abilities. A mastery-oriented approach is viewed as more adaptive, based
on challenge-seeking patterns and effective problem-solving strategies following failure tasks.
Instead of a helpless response, participants reacted positively with a deep sense of commitment
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to learn the tasks (Dweck, 2000). Similar results have been reported by other researchers
(Blackwell, Trzesniewsky & Dweck, 2007; Robbins & Pals, 2002).
In academic settings, research indicates that students with a malleable view of
intelligence are more highly motivated academically and achieve at a higher level than those who
hold a fixed view of intelligence (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2000). In experimental and
correlational research, incremental theory was associated with higher measured achievement on
standardized tests (Curry, Elliot, DaFoneseca, & Moller, 2006; Curry, DaFoneseca, Zahn, &
Elliot, 2008), as well as level of grade in school (Blackwell et al., 2007).
Teaching about the plasticity of the brain has demonstrated the connection between
interventions, achievement, and incremental theory (Dweck, 2008). Blackwell et al. (2007)
presented an eight week, 25-minute, workshop to two groups, the incremental (experimental)
group and a study skills (control) group. Results showed that teaching students about the brain’s
ability to increase learning, including neuroplasticity, resulted in significantly higher
improvement than in those students who were taught study skills techniques. Teachers of the
incremental group also reported signs of increased academic motivation. In a computer-based
replication of this workshop named “Brainiology” a pilot study was conducted in 20 New York
City schools. Similar results were obtained; virtually all students reported positive changes in
study habits and increased effort and persistence on tasks. A large number of students reported
picturing their neurons forming new connections as they studied and learned (Dweck, 2008).
This exemplifies a mental representation of a cognitive task. Based upon mindset principles,
Dweck, Blackwell, and Briceno (2007) founded the company, Mindset Works. In 2009, the
Brainiology curriculum was made commercially available through Scholastic's Ed Tech division
and was acquired by Houghton, Mifflin, Harcourt in 2014. The Brainiology curriculum has
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expanded to teach mindset principles to teachers, administrators, district leaders, and private
practitioners. Over 600 public and private schools nationwide use this program successfully
(Sparks, 2013).
In an attempt to perform interventions on a large scale, Paunesku, Walton, Romero,
Smith, Yeager, & Dweck (2015), used the Internet to deliver Academic-mind-set interventions to
1,594 students in 13 geographically diverse high schools. Students viewed Growth-mind-set
information describing how intelligence can grow, or the Academic-mind-set intervention
describing the purposes and reasons for academic achievement. The objectives of both
interventions were to help poorly performing students persist when they experienced academic
difficulty. Each intervention raised students' semester grade point averages in core academic
courses and increased the rate at which students performed satisfactorily in core courses by 6.4
percentage points.
In reviewing Dweck's work on achievement and intelligence, Moore and Shaughnessy
(2012) suggest that the success of brain interventions on students seems promising, and should
be investigated with teachers as participants. “Since teachers spend extensive time with students,
in educational endeavors, they are the individuals most in need of understanding Dweck's work
and intervention ideas…” (Moore & Shaughnessy, 2012, p.183).
Another academic study (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002) showed the scope of using
incremental theory. In a study of stereotype threat, an incremental theory message was reinforced
through message writing and in communication with mentors. At the terms end, students who
received the incremental type information obtained higher achievement scores, higher-grade
averages, and higher performance on statewide testing (Curry et al., 2008). Self-theories are
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beliefs that play a significant role in relationship to school achievement and can make real-world
changes in the way students perform.
Since its inception, the goal theory approach has attempted to account scientifically for
motivated achievement behavior, and optimally motivate students for success in achievement
settings (Elliot, 2005). In pursuing these goals, Ames (1990) used much of Dweck’s research to
develop an intervention framework for classrooms. The interventions focused on six aspects of
classroom management: task, authority, recognition, grouping, evaluation, and time (TARGET)
(Elliot, 2005). In each of these areas teachers use strategies that employ either a task focus or an
ability focus. This framework aims to create classroom environments that enhance mastery goals
and minimize performance goals. The Ames program is a systematic approach to classroom
interventions, which are both practical and effective. This paradigm can serve as a model for
other achievement intervention research (Maehr & Midgley, 1991). Nonetheless, there is paucity
in the literature investigating self-theories of teachers and their manifestations on diverse
students’ achievement in the classroom.
Teacher Beliefs
This research study investigates teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education, self-theories
of intelligence and attribution of controllability. Because "beliefs" are a core concept in each of
these constructs, it is important to elucidate the nature of the concept belief, and the implications
for psycho-educational research.
Although there is an abundant quantity of research on teacher beliefs, critics are
dissatisfied with its application to classroom behaviors and teacher education. This view is based
on the premise that beliefs are the best indicators of the decisions which individuals make
throughout their lives (Bandura, 1986; Dewey, 1933). Regardless of teachers’ education and
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training, their belief systems influence their perceptions of children, the ability of children to
learn, and teacher management skills, all of which affect their behavior in the classroom
(Nietfeld & Enders, 2003).
The need for teacher training programs to identify and target existing beliefs seems to be
at the core of teacher educators' tasks (Johnstone and Whitenack, 1992). With increasing
classroom diversity, it is incumbent upon university training programs to enhance skills and
motivation. Li, Oneonta, & Ji (2010) suggest that training should emphasize teachers’ beliefs,
self-efficacy, and attitudes, which develop educators competent to meet the challenges of
inclusion. Teacher training programs need to structure candidates’ beliefs about teaching
philosophy (Ashton, 1990). After reviewing the literature on preparing teachers for teaching in
inclusive classrooms, Jordan, Schwartz & McGhie-Richmond (2009) concluded that teacher
training should incorporate epistemological beliefs about the nature of knowledge, knowing, and
how learning proceeds. Fernstermacher (1979) stated that the research on teacher beliefs would
be the core area of teacher effectiveness research. Pintrich (1990) stated that teacher beliefs will
ultimately become the most important constructs in teacher training. In spite of these
suggestions, the educational and psychological research in this area has been sparse (Clark &
Peterson, 1986).
Another gap in the literature is the effect on academic achievement in relation to teacher
beliefs and their motivation to enhance academic achievement (Vaidya, 2014). One
philosophical reason may be that belief is viewed as a religious or spiritual concept similar to
faith. Some view the construct of belief as non-scientific and untestable (Dawkins, 2006). Pajaras
(1992) states that it is difficult for researchers to differentiate beliefs from knowledge, causing a
problem in defining the construct “belief” clearly. In attempting to enlighten researchers,
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Calderhead (1996) defined beliefs as related to suppositions, commitment and ideology. He
relates knowledge to facts and understanding that inform skilled action. Beliefs are subjective,
whereas knowledge is objective. Others argue that beliefs with proper operational definitions and
research designs are a legitimate domain for the study of psychology and education.
The cognitive information processing approach regarding achievement has focused on the
traits of the learners, not the teachers. These studies include research on self-beliefs, selfconcept, and efficacy, and also about beliefs concerning the nature of intelligence, of knowledge,
and of motivation (Pajares, 1992). The cognitive approach to investigating these variables in
teachers at all levels is needed. A methodological problem and an impediment to research on
teacher beliefs studies has been the lack of agreement regarding the construct or operational
definition of the word belief. Words such as disposition, conception, value, opinion, perception,
perspective, judgment, and mental processing are used interchangeably, and are part of the
confusion. The distinction between the terms belief, knowledge and attitude is also controversial
(Clandinin & Connelley, 1987). In spite of lexical and semantic variations, all definitions attempt
to incorporate cognitive, affective and behavioral components.
In a theoretical paper on the nature of beliefs, Abelson (1986) describes the purpose of
beliefs. He states, “They serve a social reality function - they are tools that enable us to act
competently in the world around us” (p. 229). He distinguishes two belief categories, testable
and distal. Testable beliefs refer to objects within the immediate experience of the person which
allow appropriate action and feedback. Distal beliefs refer to objects remotely experienced or not
sensibly verifiable (Abelson, 1986). Pajares (1992) states that, “Beliefs are deeply personal, not
universal and unaffected by persuasion” (p. 309). Abelson (1986) uses the metaphor, “Beliefs are
like possessions” (p. 223) to describe their nature. They can be formed through experience,
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chance, or events. They can include ideas about what others or the self is like. Beliefs help to
formulate one's worldview. For example, a teacher may view a student who fails as lazy; another
teacher may feel that learning math requires drill. Another teacher can espouse other plausible
beliefs regarding the exact educational matters. Presumptions are perceived as immutable entities
existing beyond individual control or knowledge. Beliefs have a stronger affective component
than knowledge and affect operates independently of the cognition associated with knowledge.
Teachers often teach the course content according to their values held of the content itself. This
combination of affect and evaluation can determine the energy that teachers will expend on an
activity and how they will expend it (Bandura, 1986).
Nisbett & Ross (1980) have studied the evaluative nature of belief. They viewed generic
knowledge as a structure composed of a cognitive feature, schematically organized, and a belief
component, with elements of evaluation and judgment. Ernest (1989) concluded that knowledge
is the cognitive outcome of thought, and belief the affective part, but also with a significant
cognitive component. Cognitive knowledge must have its own affective and evaluative
component. Similarly, Rokeach (1968) feels that beliefs are related to knowledge with cognitive,
affective, and potentially behavioral components.
Goodman (1988) discovered the episodic nature of beliefs. Teachers were influenced by
images from past events that created intuitive scenes through which new information was
filtered. Eraut (1985) wrote that visual images in long-term memory played a role in the process
of creating and re-creating knowledge. Sometimes an event with a teacher from the past, from
literature, or movies can formulate ideas about teaching. Calderhead and Robson (1991) reported
that pre-service teachers held vivid images of teaching from their experiences as a student,
images that influenced interpretations of particular courses and classroom practices and played a
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powerful role in determining how they translated and utilized the knowledge they possessed, and
how they determined the practices they would later undertake as teachers. Similarly, Flores &
Day, (2006) in a longitudinal study identified teacher’s personal history, professional history,
teacher training, school culture, and leadership as strong mediating influences in formulating
beliefs and identity. These variables are significantly related to teacher effectiveness with diverse
students.
LaBarre (1991) in writing about the nature of human nature discusses the cultural
transmission of human beliefs. He differentiates lower animals born with an imprinted
determinative instinctual code from Man who, through culture, is programmed to learn to
behave. “Since we learn through culture conditioning, it is possible that socially inherited beliefs
can be wrong. Social consensus is not objective truth, nor is culture itself necessarily rational”
(LaBarre, 1991, p. 42). As a result of the possible fallibility of culture, individuals and groups
commonly hold beliefs which are untrue and maladaptive. Given that there can be no culture
without a society, just as there can be no society without individuals, and there are no cultureless
human societies, Kroeber (1948) states that, logically, humans holding false beliefs are
universal. LaBarre, in describing the process writes that every human suffers the consequences
of one or another individual distortion of belief and behavior that can be traced to some
childhood misapprehension or calamity. “So the human animal can mislearn if they learn, not
directly from physical reality, but from other human beings” (LaBarre, 1991, p. 44).
Consequently, bizarre, untypical, or traumatic experiences in childhood learning may lead to
impairment in cognitive, emotional, and behavioral adjustment. LaBarre depicts the issue as
neurosis, which are deficiencies in emotions and judgment in interpersonal relationships, or
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psychoses, which is a severe crippling in one's ability to handle reality, about both persons and
the physical world. In summarizing beliefs and reality, LaBarre (1991) states:
To neurosis and psychosis must now be added, archosis. An archosis is an ancient and
fundamental group misapprehension about people or things that we have unfortunately
acquired in learning our cultures. It is a non-rational culturally inherited belief that
contaminates current reality processing, quite as do individual neurosis and psychosis.
Neurosis and psychosis in other persons are ego-alien to us and thus convince us that
there is something wrong with their beliefs and behaviors; by contrast archosis tend to be
ego-syntonic which makes others seductive and insidiously dangerous. Culture is not
pure and seamless truth, but a group of defense mechanisms in the psychiatric sense. That
is, they are beliefs we still hold onto willy-nilly, regardless of common sense and
experience because they comfort us psychologically or hide some unpleasant fact. (p.45)
In a review of the literature on teachers’ beliefs, Pajares (1992) indicates some inferences
and generalization about beliefs can be made with reasonable confidence. These fundamental
assumptions may reasonably be made when initiating a study of teachers’ educational beliefs:
•

Beliefs are formed early and tend to self-perpetuate, persevering even against
contradictions caused by reason, time, schooling, or experience.

•

Individuals develop face belief systems that house all the beliefs acquired through the
process of cultural transmission.

•

The belief system has an adaptive function in helping individuals define and
understand the world and themselves.
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Knowledge and beliefs are inextricably intertwined, but the potent, affective,
evaluative, and episodic nature of beliefs makes them a filter through which new
phenomena are interpreted.

•

Thought processes may well be precursors to and creators of belief, but the filtering
effect of belief structures ultimately screens, redefines, distorts, or reshapes
subsequent thinking and information processing.

•

Epistemological beliefs play a key role in knowledge interpretation and cognitive
monitoring.

•

Beliefs are prioritized according to their connections or relationship to other beliefs or
other cognitive and affective structures. Apparent inconsistencies may be explained
by exploring the functional connections and centrality of the beliefs.

•

Belief substructures, such as educational beliefs must be understood in terms of their
connections not only to each other but also to other, perhaps more central beliefs in
the system. Psychologists usually refer to the substructures as attitudes and values.

•

By their very nature and origin, some beliefs are more incontrovertible than others.

•

The earlier a belief is incorporated into the belief structure, the more difficult it is to
alter. Newly acquired beliefs are most vulnerable to change.

•

Belief change during adulthood is a relatively rare phenomenon, the most common
cause being a conversion from one authority to another or a gestalt shift. Individuals
tend to hold on to beliefs based on incorrect or incomplete knowledge, even after
scientifically correct explanations are presented to them.
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Beliefs are instrumental in defining tasks and selecting the cognitive tools with which
to interpret and make decisions regarding such tasks; hence, they play a critical role
in defining behavior and organizing knowledge and information.

•

Beliefs strongly influence perception, but they can be an unreliable guide to the
nature of reality.

•

Individuals’ beliefs strongly affect their behavior.

•

Beliefs must be inferred, and this inference must take into account the congruence
among individuals’ belief statements, the intentionality to behave in a predisposed
manner, and the behavior related to the belief in question.

•

Beliefs about teaching are well-established by the time a student gets to college. (p.
324)

In sum, this study investigates teachers’ beliefs about inclusive education. In collecting
the data, two independent variables, Dweck’s Theory of Intelligence Scale and Attribution of
Controllability will be utilized. All measures are based upon teacher beliefs. Therefore, the
essence of the concept “belief” has been reviewed. Although there is an enormous amount of
research on teachers’ beliefs and academic achievement, no studies were located investigating
the effects of teachers’ beliefs about intelligence as fixed or malleable, and its applicability to
classroom variables.
Inclusion and Teacher Beliefs
Rhode Island was the first state to pass a compulsory education law in 1840;
Massachusetts passed the second in 1852, with the other states following suit. By 1918
compulsory education laws were passed in all states (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1984). However,
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regardless of compulsory education laws, many educators believed that children with disabilities
were not educable and excluded them from public school attendance.
Regardless of the compulsory attendance laws, various states were successful in the
courts to exclude children with disabilities from receiving an education. In 1893 the
Massachusetts Supreme Court ruled that a child who was “weak in mind” and could not benefit
from instruction, was troublesome to other children, and unable to take ordinary decent physical
care of himself “could be expelled from public school” (Watson v. City of Cambridge, 1893).
The Wisconsin Supreme Court, in Beattie v. Board of Education (1919), ruled that the public
school could exclude a disabled student who attended school until the fifth grade. School
officials claimed that the child’s condition nauseated the teachers and other students, required too
much teaching time, and negatively affected school discipline and progress. He was expelled and
advised to attend a school for the deaf. The Cuyahoga County Court of Appeals of Ohio, in 1934,
ruled that the state statute of mandatory compulsory attendance for children 6 through 18 years
gave the state’s Department of Education the authority to exclude certain students (Yell, Rogers
& Rogers, 1998).
The courts recognized the contradiction between compulsory education and exclusionary
provisions, but did not rule to resolve this conflict. Exclusionary decisions continued. In 1958 the
Supreme Court of Illinois, in Department of Public Welfare v. Haas ruled that the state’s
compulsory attendance legislation did not require the state to provide a free public education for
the “feeble minded” or “mentally deficient”, and who because of limited intelligence, could not
obtain benefits of a good education. In 1969, the State of North Carolina made it a crime for
parents to persist enforcing the attendance of a child with disabilities after exclusion from public
school (Weber, 1992). All of these court rulings empowered public schools in America to refuse
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enrollment to those considered “uneducable,” and to avoid providing even minimal services to
those with disabilities (Martin, Martin, & Terman, 1996).
In the 1954 landmark case, Brown v. Board of Education, the decision of the United
States Supreme Court changed the face of special education forever (Kern, 2006). The court’s
decision terminated school segregation and provided equal protection under the law. As a result
of inequalities in educational opportunities and these exclusionary policies, many parent groups
organized to protest against exclusion. These types of local groups emerged throughout the
nation throughout the 1930s and 1940s although they did not begin to band together at the
national level until the 1950s. These groups provided Congress with information when it
considered acting on legislation. Numerous advocacy groups developed during this period and
were critical of the development of special educational services as we know them today (Yell et
al., 1998). The National Association for Retarded Citizens (ARC) was organized in Minnesota in
September, 1950. ARC is a political and support group for those with issues related to mental
retardation. The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) was founded in 1922 at Teachers’
College, Columbia University, in New York. This group advocates for rights for individuals with
disabilities at the federal and state level. The Association for Persons with Severe Handicaps
(TASH) was established in 1974. It is an advocacy group comprising teachers, parents,
administrators, and related service providers. TASH disseminates information on best practices,
publishes research reports, and supports the rights and humane treatment of persons with severe
and multiple disabilities through active involvement in court cases. Other advocacy groups
formed by families of individuals with disabilities include the United Cerebral Palsy Association,
Inc., founded in 1949; The National Society for Autistic Children, founded in 1961; The
National Association for Down Syndrome, founded in 1961, and the Association for Children
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with Learning Disabilities, founded in 1964. The progress made in special education can be
attributed to the work of parents to establish federal legislation that mandated free and
appropriate education for all children with disabilities.
Two landmark decisions in which action was sought against state statutes and policies
that excluded students with disabilities were Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Citizens
(PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) and Mills v. Board of Education (1972). In
PARC the court ruled that students diagnosed as being mentally retarded should not be denied
their rights to education. In Mills v. Board of Education (1972) the court ruled that the school
excluded students improperly without due process of law and violated their Fourteenth
Amendment rights. The court ruled that the school board must provide all children with
disabilities a publicly supported education. In addition, the court ordered the district to follow
due process procedures for labeling, placement, and exclusion of students with disabilities (Yell
et al., 1998). In 1975, Public Law 94-142, the foundation of special education, was put in place.
This law established the right for disabled students to receive a free and appropriate education
(FAPE) for all students in the LRE. In 1990, the Individual Disability Educational Act (IDEA)
evolved from Public Law 94-142, providing more legal protective services to students with
disabilities. The act was amended in 1997 with additional provisions added. Specifically, it
furthered the rights of students with special needs and required that a significant effort be made
to find an inclusive placement for the students (Kern, 2006). The concept of inclusion requires
schools to merge general education and special education into a single delivery system. The
practice of inclusion has provided many benefits to students with disabilities and to their
families. New services and educational protections for disabled students have been provided.
Although historical legal and social changes have resulted in inclusive policies, they have also
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brought new challenges and problems (Crossley, 2000). For teachers, significant anxiety has
resulted because they generally feel incompetent to teach disabled students in general education
classes (Swain et al., 2012).
Teacher beliefs and attitudes toward the process of inclusion are related to burnout and
emotional exhaustion (Hakanen, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2006). Teaching staffs do not believe that
schools provide sufficient support and resources on which they can draw (Woolfolk, & Davis,
2005). They feel intellectually and emotionally drained, based upon dealing with regular students
and disabled students in the same class. Teachers feel incompetent to manage burgeoning
academic and behavioral issues. Teacher burnout is evident through the statistics on teacher
attrition and teacher shortage. Although many leave the profession, those who remain experience
fatigue, which may lead to ineffectiveness and burnout that eventually harms classrooms and the
school (Oliver & Venter, 2003). Teachers that burnout withdraw from satisfactory relationships
with students and feel ineffective in their teaching roles. This causes them to face more
difficulties in classroom management, and in dealing effectively with students’ behaviors. Other
countries do not encounter significant burnout as does the United States (Burke, Greenglass, &
Schwarzer, 1996). Warren (2010) has identified high levels of stress and teacher burnout. His
research has shown that training teachers with cognitive behavioral techniques can change
teachers’ emotions, perceptions, and judgments, so that they are able to experience less stress,
less burnout, and become better teachers. Although the results of these studies are consistent, a
weakness in them is that they lack clear identification of the term teacher. Demographic data
such as age, experience, race, and regular or special education categories is lacking.
More than ever, teachers are asked to educate a wide range of students in the general
education classroom. However, increased knowledge, preparation and collaboration have not
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been provided. Although individuals under the IDEA have enabled those with disabilities to be
placed in general education classrooms, teachers continue to feel inadequately prepared to meet
the educational needs of these children. Teachers’ negative beliefs about inclusion influence their
beliefs about their ability to educate handicapped students in regular education programs. Some
studies show that with increased understanding of “inclusion”, teacher beliefs regarding their
ability to educate a child successfully is increased. However in a large scale study on 1626 preservice, mostly female teachers, Tait and Purdie (2000) reported minimal change in attitude after
a one year intervention training program.
One study recognized the fact that teachers’ attitudes about inclusion influenced their
educational choices and behaviors (Kamens et al., 2000). Numerous studies indicate that teacher
participants believed that inclusive education would not succeed and were not in favor of the
approach (Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Monahan, 1997). Soodak, Podell, & Lehman (1998)
studied teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive students. The sample included 188 female general
education teachers enrolled in graduate education courses in three New York metropolitan
universities: 84% White, 6% African-American, 5% Hispanic and 3% Asian. The authors
concluded that with experience, teachers grow increasingly hostile toward inclusion. Osterholm,
Nash and Kristonis (2007) performed a comprehensive review of research from 1970 through
2000, comparing teacher perception of learning disabled and non-disabled students. Thirty-four
studies were reviewed with results indicating that “learning disabled” students were viewed more
negatively by teachers. Teacher expectations were lowered and negative stereotypes were
evident. Other studies consistently report that teachers need more training in educational
instruction to meet the needs of disabled children (Avramidis, Bayliss & Burden, 2000; Swain et
al., 2012).
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A major criticism of the inclusive research over the years is that it has primarily used
Likert scales and surveys as its primary methodology to obtain data from teachers. Although
quick and economical, it is limited in scope. Basically, it elicits responses concerning whether or
not teachers agree or disagree with the practice of inclusion. However, it does not provide any
data on variables which underlie teachers’ attitudes and beliefs. Better designed experimental
studies, longitudinal studies, as well as qualitative methodologies would provide more in-depth
information regarding inclusion beliefs (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Fuchs, 2009). Elhoweris
and Alsheikh (2006) report that the Q-methodology is effective when measuring teacher beliefs
and attitudes. Various research designs would provide knowledge of teacher beliefs and attitudes
regarding the philosophical, legal, and practical applications of inclusive education. The present
review of the literature on studies of teacher beliefs about inclusion yielded contradictory and
disjointed results.
Teachers’ beliefs about educating students with disabilities in the general education
classroom need further research so that educators may better understand the current challenges
within the context of teachers’ classrooms and begin to improve pre-service and in-service
education. Decades after implemented laws requiring students to be educated in the LRE, general
classroom teachers continue to express frustration with their perceived lack of support from their
superiors in obtaining advanced training to function successfully as a classroom teacher for
regular and disabled students. (Fuchs, 2009).
In sum, the results of the literature review on inclusion, and teacher beliefs and attitudes
indicate that 1) inclusion is a fact; 2) teachers doubt its effectiveness and feel incompetent to
teach the disabled; 3) inclusion has been opposed by many educators throughout history. This
causes conflict and dissonance in the practice of teaching, and has put significant emotional

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

48

stress on classroom teachers. Understanding the differential impact of teacher views of
intelligence has implications for teacher pre-service education, in-service education and student
achievement in academic and social domains. The present law regarding educating all pupils in
the LRE suggests that more information about teacher beliefs regarding inclusion is needed.
Research on the relationship of teachers’ fixed views and malleable views of intelligence and
applicability is needed to determine whether or not these variables have a positive influence on
student-teacher relationships and academic achievement.
Attribution of Controllability
The roots of attribution theory can be traced to the philosophical study of causality by
Hume and Kant (as cited in Weiner, 1992). “Attribution theorists are concerned with perceptions
of causality, or the perceived reasons for a particular event's occurrence” (Weiner, 1992, p. 230).
It has evolved particularly from social psychology into a body of theory and research seeking to
describe and explain the reasons why events have occurred. Cognitive psychological processes
and concomitant affects are investigated in the interpretation of perceived causes.
Heider, noted as the founder of attribution theory, integrated Gestalt principles into social
psychology. Specifically, the Gestalt focus of perceptual organization and cognition were applied
to person and social perception, attitude organization, and interpersonal relations (Goethals,
2003). Attribution theory emerged from Fritz Heider's (1958) book, The Psychology of
Interpersonal Relations, which has played a central role in the organization and definition of
attribution theory (Kelly, 1973). Heider's work focused on dispositional variables which underlie
the causes of observed behavior by attribution behavior to external variables (situational) or
internal variables (dispositional). He also introduced the concepts, personal (internal) causes,
impersonal causality, and intentionality (intentional/unintentional). Heider's work was expanded
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by Jones and Davis (1965), who explored traits and dispositions of the “actor" as opposed to
Heider’s situational or external factors.
Kelly (1967) developed a model of attribution known as the covariation model in which
inferences depend on the interaction of internal person variables and external environmental
variables. This structure is often referred to as the ANOVA model. Rotter (1966) studied
causality within a social learning framework. His research integrated principles from learning
theory with the cognitive positions advocated by Tolman and Lewin (Wiener, 1992). Rotter
(1966) developed the "locus of control" concept to classify causality either as internal or
external to the person, as well as a scale to measure it (Rotter’s Internal-External Scale, I-E
Scale). The belief that one's traits or behaviors control outcomes or events is identified as the
"internal locus of control." Reinforcement is perceived as controlled or contingent upon a
person's intended behavior or character. Outcomes or events outside one's control is referred to
as "external locus of control "(Mamlin, Harris, & Case, 2001). This is a belief that reinforcement
or outcome is not controlled by one's behavior or characteristics, but results from external factors
such as luck, chance or fate. Attribution research has evolved from phenomenology and
introspection, the intrapersonal approach, to exploring others’ behavior, which is the
interpersonal approach.
In the attribution process, individuals engage in a causal search after an outcome has
occurred. The purpose is to explain the outcome and acquire personal meaning in their lives
(Heider, 1958). Failures and stressful events tend to weaken one’s sense of control over his or
her environment. A causal search following events can restore feelings of control because it
helps to rectify a sense of structure, understandability, and predictability of one's environment
(Keinan, 1994). Simply, a renewed sense of control is gained after a perceived loss of control.
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The perception of causality is a cognitive ascription imposed by the perceiver to obtain psychic
balance (control). Causes per se are not directly observable (Weiner, 1992).
In a review of the construct control, Skinner (1996) points out its adaptive nature:
Control is important to psychological functioning. Decades of research in
sociology and psychology have demonstrated that a sense of control is a robust
predictor of physical and mental well-being and perhaps even longevity. Both
experimental and correlational studies have shown that across the life span, from
earliest infancy to old age, individual differences in perceived control are related
to a variety of positive outcomes, including health, achievement, optimism,
persistence, motivation, coping, self-esteem, personal adjustment, and success and
failure in a variety of life domains. (p. 549)
Wiener expanded the work of Rotter (1966), Kelly (1967) and Heider (1958) from social
psychology to the field of education, focusing on "the perceived causes of success and failure in
achievement-related contexts "(Weiner, 2010, p. 558). His model of the attribution process
identified two components, causal attributions and causal dimensions (Russell & McAuley,
1986). He found that ability, effort, task difficulty and luck were the dominant causal attributes
affecting achievement. Four causal dimensions have been identified: locus or location,
controllability, stability, and globality. Locus refers to causes within or outside of the actor.
Controllability contrasts causes one can control, such as skill or effort, from causes one is unable
to control, such as ability, mood, task difficulty, or others' behavior. Stability refers to a
permanent or consistent quality. Causes, for example, can be stable such as ability and unstable
such as effort. Globality refers to the extent to which causes generalize across situations (Weiner,
2010). Research in attribution theory has determined that causes have multiple dimensions and
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attributes:
Aptitude, for example is internal to the actor, stable, uncontrollable, and often
considered global, whereas effort also is internal to the actor, but likely believed to
be unstable, controllable, and specific. In a similar manner, chance tends to be
perceived as external to the actor, unstable, uncontrollable, and specific. These
groupings are important because causes that differ qualitatively (e.g., aptitude and
chance) may share some consequences but differ on others. (Weiner, 2010, p.559)
In gaining control through the attribution process, affective reactions are elicited (Panik,
2010; Russell & McAuley, 1986; Weiner, 1979). Attribution research has identified two types of
affective reactions; these are labeled outcome dependent and attribution dependent. Outcome
related affects are very general positive or negative reactions that are intensely experienced after
success, and failing outcomes regardless of the causal attribution made for the outcome.
Attribution dependent affects are impacted by the specific attribution made by the individual for
the outcome (Russell & McAuley, 1986).
The locus dimension of causality has been linked to increased pride, confidence, and selfesteem given internal attributions (Weiner, 1979). Pride and self-esteem have been shown to
promote achievement strivings; internal ascriptions are positive motivators following goal
attainment. The stability dimension of causality is related to subjective expectancy of success.
When a positive outcome is attributed to a stable cause, such as aptitude, future success is
expected. When a negative outcome is attributed to a stable cause, inference to future success is
not likely. Hence, persistence in the face of failure is augmented when attributions are made to
unstable causes such as insufficient effort and bad luck. The controllability dimension of
causality has been linked to such affects as anger, guilt, pity, and shame. For example, if a
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student is not successful due to factors preventable by another, then anger is experienced. Guilt is
experienced when failure is due to controllable causes, such as lack of effort or negligence.
Sympathy and pity are affects toward others who fail due to uncontrollable causes such as lack of
ability or a handicapping condition. Shame is an affective reaction when failure is due to
internally controllable causes such as low ability (Graham, 1991; Weiner, 1986).
Attributions, affects, and outcomes have been empirically researched in social and
achievement contexts. In the education domain, attribution of controllability describes the
process that occurs as teachers try to understand students’ classroom behavior. Actions can be
comprehended as controllable or uncontrollable based on the teacher’s impression about whether
or not the behavior is under the student’s voluntary control. In the classroom, student effort and
ability are common attributes of controllability and are linked to various affects. Panik (2010)
reported that two affective responses frequently emphasized in the literature are anger and pity,
elicited in failure situations. Help-giving is a teacher function and is embedded in the teaching
process. Therefore, understanding controllability (effort, ability), affects (anger, pity/sympathy),
and helping behavior will provide insight into the teacher-student relationship.
In an early experiment, Schopler and Matthews (1965) studied perceived causes of
dependency and help-giving. Forty-eight male undergraduates were recruited from an
introductory psychology class at the University of North Carolina. Subjects were divided into
groups of two, with one participant in each group identified as a “director” and the other
identified as and " associate." They were informed that they were taking part in a study of
partnerships and decision-making, and were given 15 trials of a crossword puzzle task.
Associates were dependent on the directors to lend them letters to complete the puzzles. The
results indicated that subjects gave significantly more help when an associate's request for help
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appear to be part of the planned experimental procedure (external locus of dependency) than
when it appeared to be initiated by the associate himself or herself (internal locus of the
dependency). External factors were viewed as less controllable than internal factors.
Piliavin, Rodin, and Piliavin (1969) staged a field experiment in the New York City
subway. Confederates pretended to be either drunk (38 trials) or ill (65 trials), and collapsed
while riding the train. The major finding was that an ill person (uncontrollable cause) is much
more likely to receive assistance than a drunk person (controllable cause).
In a lab study at the University of Wisconsin, Berkowitz (1969) tested the effects of
causal ascriptions on help giving. Two hundred twenty-eight college males and females were
deceived into believing the study was concerned with the effects of motivation on a worker's
performance. Subjects in the experiment were made to seek assistance from another subject
either because of the other’s loafing or due to experimenter error. Results showed that more
assistance was obtained when the cause of the need was attributed to the experimenter (external
locus) and was not controllable by the subject, rather than to the subject’s lack of effort, (internal
locus) and thus was controllable by the subject.
Wiener (1980a Experiment 2) expanded the study of helping behavior to include both
controllability and affect. He showed male and female college students vignettes which depicted
two scenarios. In the first scenario a drunk person fell and needed assistance. In the next scenario
a sick person fell and needed assistance. The results showed that the drunk condition was rated
as more controllable and internal, but the sick condition was rated less controllable. Participants
described more positive emotions toward the sick and more anger and negative emotions toward
the drunk. More help was received by those in the sick condition, compared with the drunk
condition.
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Meyer and Mulherin (1980) also studied helping behavior, including controllability and
affect. The authors predicted that helpful behavior would be influenced by the perceived cause of
the need and affect would mediate the helping - affect relationship. Forty male and 40 female
introductory psychology students participated in a money lending scenario experiment. Subjects
were asked to imagine that he/she was approached by a peer who needed money to pay the rent.
Situations varied according to locus, stability and controllability, and various controllable and
uncontrollable reasons for the need were given. Each subject then completed an affective
checklist. The data were analyzed by an analysis of variance and path analysis. The authors
concluded that controllability had a significant influence on affect. Anger was highest when the
cause for help was due to controllable causes, but sympathy was highest when the cause for help
was due to uncontrollable causes.
Barnes, Ickes, and Kidd (1979) performed a field study of helping behavior on 51 male
and 54 female students enrolled in a general psychology class. Students were telephoned by
classmates (confederates) asking to borrow their psychology class notes. The confederates
following a written script asked subjects to lend class notes to a caller whose need for help was
described either as due to low ability (uncontrollable) or as due to lack of effort (controllable).
The results showed that more help was elicited when the caller's dependency was attributed to
lack of ability rather than to lack of effort, and when the dependency was seen as stable rather
than as unstable.
In a similar study, Higgins and Shaw (1999) performed a help-giving study on 160
undergraduate students (93 females; 67 males; mean age of 20.7 years) at a Canadian university.
An attributional style questionnaire divided subjects into two categories, supportive style and
unsupportive style. Later, the subjects were telephoned by a confederate pretending to work at
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the “Study Skills Office ". Using a written script, the confederate asked each subject to lend
study notes to a student who had emergency surgery (uncontrollable need condition), or to a
student who decided to take a skiing trip (controllable need condition). The results indicated that
individuals with a supportive style helped a needy peer at the same rate regardless of the
controllability of the need. In contrast, the unsupportive style individuals were helpful to the
needy person if the reason was legitimate and not helpful if the peer was viewed as negligent.
In a three-part study, Wiener (1980a), examining help-giving behaviors in a note
borrowing situation and two drunk vs. illness situations, obtained significant relationships
between controllability and its differential impact on behavior and affect. Results indicated anger
was related to controllability or preventable behavior, and sympathy was negatively related to
controllability but was positively related to disgust.
Brophy and Rohrkemp (1981) studied help - giving on 98 elementary school teachers,
using interviews and vignettes of students with chronic behavior problems. Results indicated
willingness to help when problems were due to low ability or shyness (uncontrollable) and an
unwillingness to help when the need resulted from inattention or lack of effort (controllable).
Reyna and Weiner (2001) studied controllability, effort, and ability on a sample of 40
high school teachers from the Los Angeles, California area, and 127 undergraduate students (56
men and 71 women) pretending to be teachers, from the University of California, Los Angeles.
All participants were presented with academic scenarios which described students failing an
exam, with causes varying from controllable/uncontrollable, stable/unstable, and
internal/external dimensions. The results indicated that participants who perceived the cause of
failure to be uncontrollable felt greater sympathy, a desire to help, and less need to punish.
Conversely, participants who perceived the failure to be due to controllable factors, felt the
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desire to be punitive and retributive. The perception of ability and effort by teachers influences
the learning situation. Similar results were obtained in an attribution study of teacher classroom
strategies by Reyna and Weiner (1998, as cited in Reyna & Weiner, 2001).
Georgiou et al. (2002) studied teacher attributes of effort and ability, student failure, and
teacher behavior toward failing students. Participants in the study were 277 elementary school
teachers, 53 males and 214 females, in Greece. The teachers were instructed to select as a point
of reference an individual student who showed poor achievement in many subjects. Handicapped
students were excluded from the study. Each teacher completed a lengthy questionnaire and a
description of his or her everyday behavior toward the student, and how the student is treated in
class. It was found that teachers displayed more pity and less anger when attributing a student's
low achievement to low abilities (uncontrollable). In contrast, more anger is expressed when
attributing low achievement to low effort (controllable). The authors reported that a student's low
effort is associated with slowing down or even ceasing attempts to help the student.
This literature review provided an historical review of the attribution of controllability
concept, as well as some social and educational applications. The controllability of the attributes,
effort and ability, and their links to affects were emphasized. The controllability dimension of
attributions is related to positive affect, liking, and helpful behavior, and to the affects, anger and
sympathy (Weiner, 1979). In general, if a teacher views student outcomes as outside the control
of the student, the teacher is likely to help, to feel sympathy, and to like and interact positively
with the student. The poor achievement outcomes attributed to student’s low ability are likely to
bring feelings of sympathy, acts of kindness toward the student, and expressions of willingness
to help from teachers, and, in some cases, from other students. However, poor achievement
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outcomes attributed to low expenditures of student effort lead teachers, and fellow students to
express anger, to punish the student, and to withhold help (Tollefson, 2000).
The research examining teachers’ anger and pity reactions has focused primarily on
attributions of controllability as independent predictors of teacher emotions, anger and pity. This
research has been based on an attributional framework. However, other dispositional variables
combined with situational variables of behavior can influence individual’s emotional responses
(Eisenberg, Shea, Carlo, & Knight, 1991). Although these studies that have been cited have
results with relatively consistent conclusions, there is a gap in the literature identifying person, or
dispositional variables, in relation to teachers’ affective responses that may be helpful for
teachers in understanding how these variables can influence the dynamics in the classroom.
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Research Questions
The following research questions were explored in this study:
1. What differences exist between teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable
beliefs of intelligence in their expression of affective responses to student failure?
2. What differences exist between teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable
beliefs of intelligence in their expression of affect toward students with different ability
levels (uncontrollable) who fail?
3. What differences exist between teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable
beliefs of intelligence in their expression of affect toward students with different
degrees of effort (controllable) who fail?
4. What differences exist between teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable
beliefs of intelligence in their expression of affect toward students with and without
learning disabilities who fail?
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Main Effect Hypothesis
Teachers with fixed theories and those with malleable theories of intelligence react
differently to learning and achievement (Dweck 2000). Student ability levels, effort expended,
and learning disabilities have been identified as causes of achievement outcomes. Therefore,
teachers with different mindsets should react differently to classroom variables. Based on these
findings and the literature review:

1. It is hypothesized that teachers with fixed beliefs will differ from teachers with malleable
beliefs in their levels of
a) Frustration
b) Sympathy
c) Future beliefs about student failure
d) Type of feedback given (praise)

2. It is hypothesized that when teachers with fixed vs malleable intelligence beliefs read
vignettes about students with high vs low ability, they will differ in their levels of
a) Frustration
b) Sympathy
c) Future beliefs about student failure
d) Type of feedback given (praise)
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3. It is hypothesized that when teachers with fixed vs malleable intelligence beliefs read
vignettes about students with high vs low effort, they will differ in their levels of
a) Frustration
b) Sympathy
c) Future beliefs about student failure
d) Type of feedback given (praise)

4. It is hypothesized that when teachers with fixed vs malleable intelligence beliefs read
vignettes about students with disability vs non-disability, they will differ in their levels of
a) Frustration
b) Sympathy
c) Future beliefs about student failure
d) Type of feedback given (praise)
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
The present study examined the effects of teachers’ fixed and malleable views of
intelligence, attribution of controllability, and disabled and non-disabled students on teacher
affective reaction in a failure context. This section examines the participants involved in the
study, ethics, the instruments used to measure variables included in the study, and the procedures
for collecting the data.
Participants
The participants for this study consisted of 210 female school teachers, kindergarten
through grade 12, certified to teach general education in their respective states. The sample was
obtained from general education teachers in various school districts across the Northeast section
of the United States (Table 1). Data for this research were collected by Qualtrics, a professional
survey and market research organization that administered this researchers’ materials to 210
teachers. Data collection instruments were administered and collected during December, 2017.
Two hundred and ten teachers were utilized to obtain a large enough sample to ensure an
adequate effect size with sufficient power for analyzing the data, using an analysis of variance.
Table 2 reflects a complete summary of demographic data for this sample.
Teachers’ ranged in experience from the first year of teaching through 31 or more years
in the classroom, with the median 18 years. Teacher age ranged from 21-59 years with the
median 39.5 years.
Teachers of all grade levels (K-12) were included in the sample, with 31% high school
teachers, 19% middle school teachers, and 50% elementary school teachers. Regarding academic
credits, 19% reported having a bachelor’s degree, 14% bachelor’s + 15 credits, 26% master’s
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degree, 8.6% master’s + 15 credits, 14% master’s + 30 credits, 17.6% master’s + 45 credits, and
1.4% with a doctoral degree. Fifty-nine percent of the teachers work in suburban districts; 24%
in urban districts, and 17% rural districts. Participants were predominantly white (89%),
Hispanic (4%), African-American (3.3%), Asian (2%), and Indian (.5%), the latter comprising
small percentages of the sample. Tenure status was achieved by 60% of the sample but 40% had
not yet achieved tenure status. Eighty-two percent reported working full-time and 17% reported
working part-time.
Table 1
Frequencies and Percentages of Teacher Sample Obtained from United States Census
Northeast Region
Variable

% of Participants # of Participants

State of Residence
Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont
Total

9.05%
1.43%
11.90%
4.76%
16.67%
35.24%
19.05%
1.43%
0.48%
100%

19
3
25
10
35
74
40
3
1
210

8.57%
1.43%
13.33%
3.81%
16.19%
36.19%

18
3
28
8
34
76

State Employed in
Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
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Table 1 Continued
Variable
Rhode Island
Vermont
Total

% of Participants % of Participants
0.95%
0.48%
100%

2
1
210

Table 2
Frequencies and Percentages of Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Variable

% of Participants # of Participants

Gender
Female
Male
Total

100.00%
0.00%
100%

210
0
210

18.57%
13.81%
25.71%
8.57%
14.29%
17.62%
1.43%
100%

39
29
54
18
30
37
3
210

20.48%
19.05%
19.05%
16.67%
9.52%
7.14%
8.10%
100%

43
40
40
35
20
15
17
210

Highest Educational Level Completed
Bachelor degree
Bachelor degree + 15 credits
Master's degree
Master's degree +15 credits
Master's degree + 30 credits
Master's degree + 45 credits
Doctoral degree
Total
Years of Teaching Experience
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31 or more
Total
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Table 2 Continued
Variable

% of Participants # of Participants

Type of School District
Urban
Suburban
Rural
Total

23.81%
59.05%
17.14%
100%

50
124
36
210

89.05%
3.33%
0.48%
2.38%
0.00%
3.81%
0.95%
100%

187
7
1
5
0
8
2
210

0.00%
0.00%
16.67%
29.05%
22.38%
17.14%
14.76%
100%

0
0
35
61
47
36
31
210

59.05%
2.38%
9.05%
2.38%
1.43%
7.14%
18.57%
100%

124
5
19
5
3
15
39
210

Race/Ethnicity
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Hispanic
Other
Total
Age at Time of Survey
17 or younger
18-20
21-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or older
Total
Relationship Status
Married
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
In a domestic partnership or civil union
Single, but cohabiting with a significant other
Single, never married
Total
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Table 2 Continued
Variables

% of Participants # of Participants

Employment Status
Employed, working full-time
Employed, working part-time
Not employed, looking for work
Not employed, NOT looking for work
Retired
Disabled, not able to work
Total

82.38%
16.67%
0.95%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100%

173
35
2
0
0
0
210

60.00%
40.00%
100%

126
84
210

8.25%
8.03%
9.09%
9.73%
7.82%
6.98%
6.13%
6.55%
6.34%
7.82%
8.03%
7.40%
7.82%
100%

39
38
43
46
37
33
29
31
30
37
38
35
37
473

Tenure Status
Yes
No
Total
Current Grade Teaching
Kindergarten
1st grade
2nd grade
3rd grade
4th grade
5th grade
6th grade
7th grade
8th grade
9th grade
10th grade
11th grade
12th grade
Total
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Ethical Considerations
This research was conducted in full compliance with the ethical standards established by
the American Psychological Association for the safety and protection of human subjects (Ethical
Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct, 1992). The proposed research has no
significant risk and the data collection instruments are unobtrusive measures. Research methods
were presented to the Institutional Review Board at Philadelphia College of Osteopathic
Medicine for approval before being implemented. A brief description of the study was provided
for the participants on Qualtrics prior to agreeing to complete the materials involved in this
study. Participation was completely voluntary. Confidentiality was assured to all participants
because the research findings will be accessible only to Qualtrics, to the principal researcher, and
to the dissertation committee. In addition, all participants were provided with contact information
to use if they desire in order to obtain a brief discussion of the research findings.
Measures/Materials
The participants in this study completed:
1) Form providing demographic information – age, years teaching, highest degree, and
grade currently teaching (Appendix A).
2) The Dweck Theories of Intelligence Scale – Self Form For Adults (Appendix B).
3) Failure Vignettes response ratings (Appendix C).
Theories of Intelligence Scale
This scale evolved from a three-item questionnaire to an eight item-scale applied to
various domains (intelligence, morality, etc.). Dweck et al. (1995) state that a possible
disadvantage of having a small number of items in a scale is that it may lead to low internal
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reliability because, psychometrically, the internal reliability of a measure is positively related
to the number of items in the measure. The high internal reliabilities obtained across studies
suggest that this is not a problem.
Dweck et al. (1995) report reliability data from six validation studies on the reliability and
validity of the implicit theory of intelligence and other domains. Theory measures had high
internal reliability. Alpha ranged from .94 to .98 for the implicit theory of intelligence; .85 to .94
on the implicit theory of morality, and .90 to .96 for implicit person theory. Test–retest reliability
of the measures over a two-week interval was .80 for the intelligence theory measure; .80 for the
morality theory measure, and .82 for the implicit theory person measure.
The format of the questions required that factor analysis be performed on the items in the
validation studies in the intelligence, morality and world theory domains. Clear separate factors
were obtained. Endorsement of the implicit theory items does not represent an acquiescence set,
and implicit theories about different human abilities are statistically independent. The reported
lack of correlations with age (r = .12), sex (r = .13), self-presentation (r = -.13 and .15), cognitive
abilities (SAT scores, r = -.12), and confidence and optimism (ranging from r = -.18 to r = .07)
are reported as evidence of construct validity (Dweck et al., 1995). The implicit theory measures
are reliable and valid measures of the constructs (Dweck, 2000, p.176).
To obtain measures of teacher beliefs in intelligence as fixed (entity) or malleable
(incremental), Dwecks Theories of Intelligence Scale-Adult Form (Dweck, 2000) was utilized
(Appendix B). To measure this questionnaire, scores on the eight items are averaged to form an
overall implicit theory score (ranging from 1 to 6), with a higher score indicating a stronger
incremental theory. To ensure that only participants with clear theories are included, participants
are classified as entity theorists if their overall implicit theory score is 3.0 or below; they are
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classified as incremental theorist if their overall score is 4.0 or above. Using this criterion,
about 15% of the participants are typically excluded, and the remaining 85% tend to be
evenly distributed between the two implicit theory groups. Because only 15% of the
participants are excluded, the two theory groups do not represent extreme groups. The
questionnaire consists of eight items scored on a Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 6
(strongly disagree). This scale has evolved over 20 years of research by Carol Dweck and
has shown to be a valid and reliable instrument in distinguishing between those who possess
a fixed view of intelligence and those who possess a malleable view of intelligence. Detailed,
reliability, and validity data for this scale can be found in Dweck et al., 1995; Levy,
Stroessner, and Dweck, 1998; Levy & Dweck, 1998; Erdley and Dweck 1993; and Erdley et
al., 1997 (Cited in Dweck 2000, p.176).
Attribution of Controllability Vignettes
The attribution of controllability data for effort and ability were obtained from vignettes
of classroom situations. Attribution of controllability was manipulated in this study through the
use of stories describing disabled and non-disabled students, varying in levels of effort and
ability. Effort is considered to be the most evident example of a controllable cause (Weiner &
Graham, 1985) because it is perceived to be subject to volitional control. Ability is perceived as
an uncontrollable cause because one’s ability cannot be volitionally altered (Weiner, 2000). The
classification of ability as an uncontrollable cause, and effort as a controllable cause has been
widely accepted (Butler, 1994; Clark, 1997). Vignettes (Clark, 1997; Clark & Artiles, 2000;
Panik, 2010) which delineated student failure on the basis of high or low effort and/or ability
were used. Eight vignettes varying in level (high or low) of ability and effort were presented to
each participant. In the Panik (2010) study four vignettes were utilized.
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The vignettes to be utilized (Appendix C) were selected from those developed and pilot
tested by Clark (1997) and used by Clark and Artiles (2000) in a subsequent study. Panik (2010)
recently utilized these vignettes in a doctoral dissertation at Fordham University on teacher
affect. All selected vignettes describe hypothetical boys in general education classes who took a
typical classroom test and failed. Notably, the vignettes were not designed to indicate
specifically the reasons why the boys failed (e.g., Philip failed because he did not put forth
effort/he was low in ability) because the researcher wished to stimulate causal thinking on the
part of participants in the study. Additionally, the vignettes did not use the terms low ability or
low effort. Instead, language that teachers might be expected to encounter in the school setting
were used (Clark, 1997).
The vignettes were pilot tested in two stages prior to use in the Clark (1997) study. First,
graduate students reviewed the vignettes to validate the levels of ability and effort exhibited by
the boys in the vignettes. Revisions were made as necessary to address discrepancies and to
make clarifications. Next, teachers participated in a pilot study in which they were asked to read
and comment on any clarifications or changes that needed to be addressed. Revisions were made
on the basis of the participants’ comments.
Clark (1997), Clark and Artilies (2000), and Panik (2010) implemented the vignettes in
studies measuring teachers’ responses (affective and behavioral) to students’ failures. Based on
the findings from each study, the vignettes ostensibly evoked teachers’ affective responses
regarding students’ behavior. Hareli and Weiner (2002) state, “Past research using such a
methodology has proven effective in assessing and refining preliminary assumptions about
emotions” (p. 292). These vignettes are presented along with the affect/behavioral scales in
Appendix C, and were included in the packets distributed to the participants in this research.
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Procedures
The Demographic Questionnaire, Dweck Theory of Intelligence Scale and eight failure
vignettes were downloaded to Qualtrics for distribution to a sample of 210 K-12 general
education teachers from the Northeast region of the United States. The US Census Bureau
identifies this area as the New England states: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont. It identifies New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania as
the Middle Atlantic States. Data were collected and protected in accordance with ethical
standards of the American Psychological Association code of contact (1992).
Participants were provided with the following information and instructions:
“I am a doctoral student in the school psychology program at the Philadelphia College of
Osteopathic Medicine. I am conducting a research project for my doctoral dissertation
and would greatly appreciate your help.
The purpose of my project is to investigate teacher beliefs about intelligence and
reactions in response to students who fail. If you participate in the study, you are asked to
complete
1. An 8-item questionnaire about intelligence
2. 8 vignettes about boys who recently failed a test.
3. A teacher demographic questionnaire.
In total these items should require no more than 15-20 minutes of your time to complete.”
After the data collection had been completed, the sample was divided into two groups
based on where participants fell on the theory (fixed or malleable) scale obtained from Dweck's
rating scale (Appendix B). Each participant from the two groups then responded to eight
experimental conditions of varying effort and ability by disabled and non-disabled students. The
vignettes illustrated high effort-high ability, high effort-low ability, low effort-high ability, low
effort-low ability, and disabled and non-disabled condition. Participants in each group then rated
the intensity of affect elicited, using frustration and sympathy, future academic performance and
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positive/negative feedback as dependent variables. The affect measures utilized a Likert scale
ranging from 1 to 7 and 1 to plus or minus 5 for feedback (praise).
The independent variables in this study are theories of intelligence, effort and ability, and
disabled or non-disabled students. The dependent variables are the eight vignettes rated for the
affects of frustration and sympathy; perception of future academic performance and positive or
negative feedback.
Treatment Of The Data
The present quasi-experiment is designed with three independent variables in a factorial
arrangement with independent groups. The independent variables of this study are as follows:
theories of intelligence, attribution of controllability, and type of student. The dependent
variables are the eight vignettes rated for the affects of frustration, sympathy, expectation of
future failure and positive or negative feedback obtained from the vignette ratings. T tests were
computed to assess the differences of fixed and malleable teacher theorists on the four dependent
variables.
The analysis of variance technique was selected for the purpose of evaluating the
differential effects of the independent variables used. Separate 2 x 2 analysis of variance were
performed using theory of intelligence and ability level, theory of intelligence and effort level,
and theory of intelligence and student condition on the four dependent variables. Also, analysis
of variance is employed in view of the fact that the subjects to be compared represent random
samples drawn from populations which are normally distributed.
All statistical analyses were computed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS). The results of these analyses have been summarized in tabular form. Tables of
means, number of subjects and standard deviations have been reported for each analysis. Tables
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of mean squares, sum of squares, degrees of freedom and F-ratios have been tabulated for each
statistical test.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
This investigation was designed to examine the differential effects of teacher theory of
intelligence and attributions of controllability on teacher affect in response to hypothetical
student failure. The independent variables under study were Dwecks’ theory of intelligence,
attributions of controllability, and student condition. Theory of intelligence, which measures a
person’s view of intelligence as fixed (entity) or malleable (incremental) was measured by
Dwecks’ Theory of Intelligence Scale. The independent variables, attribution of controllability
and student condition, were manipulated through the use of vignettes designed to describe
disabled and non-disabled students with varying levels of ability (high vs. low) and exerting
different levels of effort (high vs. low). In order to answer the research questions posed in a
meaningful quantitative matter, appropriate statistical methods were followed. Analysis of
variance and t-tests were calculated as indicated for each hypothesis. Analysis of variance were
performed using theory of intelligence and ability level, theory of intelligence and effort level,
and theory of intelligence and student condition as the independent variables and (1) frustration,
(2) sympathy (3) expectation of future failure, and (4) reward/praise given as the dependent
variables. The results are presented according to the order in which the experimental hypotheses
were stated. Following the statement of the hypothesis, a statistical analysis, its meaning and its
interpretation are given.
HYPOTHESIS 1
It was hypothesized that teachers with fixed beliefs will differ from teachers with
malleable beliefs in their levels of frustration, sympathy, expectations of future failure, and
amount of feedback given (praise).
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Table 3 gives the means, standard deviations, and t-test results for the comparison of mean
scores of teachers with fixed versus malleable theory of intelligence on teacher affect.
The theory of intelligence variable was found to be significant for frustration and future
failure but not for praise or sympathy.
There was a significant difference for frustration for fixed (M = 3.52, SD = 0.73) and
malleable conditions (M = 3.03, SD = 0.83), t(150) = 3.23, p < .001. Teachers with fixed beliefs
about intelligence become more frustrated than teachers with malleable beliefs. Hypothesis 1
was upheld for the affect frustration.
For future failure, fixed beliefs (M = 4.40, SD = 0.96) and malleable beliefs (M = 3.85, SD
= 0.78), t(150) = 3.81, p < .001 there was a significant difference. Teachers with fixed beliefs
about intelligence expect future failure more frequently than teaches with malleable view of
intelligence. Hypothesis 1was supported for expectations of future failure.

Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations and t-Test Results for Significance of Theory of
Intelligence on Affect Scores by Teachers
Fixed

Malleable

Affect

M

SD

M

SD

df

t

Praise

2.27

1.30

2.63

1.44

150

-1.38

Frustration

3.52

0.73

3.03

0.83

150

3.23***

Sympathy

4.50

1.00

4.53

1.15

150

-2.27

Future
Failure

4.40

0.96

3.85

0.78

150

3.81***

*** p < .001.
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The variable praise for the fixed condition (M = 2.27, SD= 1.30) and malleable condition
(M = 2.63, SD = 1.44), t(150) = -1.38 did not reach the level of significance, thus hypothesis 1
for the praise reaction was not supported. Similarly, sympathy for fixed (M = 4.50, SD = 1.00)
and sympathy for malleable (M = 4.53, SD = 1.15) did not reach significance t(150) = -2.27, thus
hypothesis 1 for the affect sympathy was not supported.
HYPOTHESIS 2
It was hypothesized that when teachers with fixed beliefs vs. those with malleable beliefs
about intelligence read vignettes about students with high vs. low ability, they will differ
significantly in their levels of frustration, sympathy, expectations of future failure, and amount of
feedback given (praise).
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Ability Level on Praise
Table 4 presents the means, and standard deviations of teachers with fixed or malleable
beliefs about intelligence and high or low ability levels on praise. Table 5 presents the results of
a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
There was no main effect for theory (fixed vs. malleable). The second main effect (high
vs. low ability level) was significant, F(1,150) = 6.21, p < .05. Teachers rated praise for those
students high in ability level as being higher than students rated low in ability level. There was
no interactive effect. Hypothesis 2 for the dependent variable praise was not supported.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Ability Level on Frustration
Table 6 presents the means, and standard deviations of teachers with fixed beliefs or
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low ability level on frustration. Table
7 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (fixed vs. malleable belief) was significant, F(1,150) = 10.48, p <
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.001. Teachers with fixed beliefs reacted with greater frustration toward low and high ability
students than teachers with malleable beliefs. The second main effect (high vs. low ability) was
significant, F(1,150) = 7.15, p < .001. Students who were high in ability received frustration
scores that were significantly lower than those students low in ability. There was no interaction
effect. Hypothesis 2 for the dependent variable frustration was supported.

Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Ability Level on Praise

Ability Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

2.40
2.13

1.27
1.51

38
38

Malleable Belief
Ability Level
High
Low

2.75
2.51

1.45
1.63

114
114
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Table 5
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Ability Level on Praise

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

7.55

1

7.55

1.90

.170

Main effect II
High vs. low ability level

3.81

1

3.81

6.21*

.014

Interaction

.018

1

.018

.029

.866

Error

92.1

150

.614

*p < .05

78

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

Table 6
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Ability Level on Frustration

Ability Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

3.45
3.58

.757
.891

38
38

Malleable Belief
Ability Level
High
Low

2.90
3.16

.849
.979

114
114
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Table 7
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Ability Level on Frustration

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

13.6

1

13.6

10.4***

.001

Main effect II
High vs. low ability level

2.17

1

2.17

7.15***

.008

Interaction

2.31

1

.231

.759

.385

Error

45.5

150

.304

***p < .001
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Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Ability Level on Sympathy
Table 8 presents the means, and standard deviations of teachers with fixed beliefs or
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low ability level on sympathy. Table
9 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
There was no main effect for theory of intelligence. The second main effect (high vs. low
ability level) was significant, F(1,150) = 46.3, p < .001. Students who were high in ability level
received significantly lower sympathy than the sympathy received by students low in ability.
There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 2 for the dependent variable sympathy was not
supported.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Ability Level on Future Failure
Table 10 presents the means and standard deviations of teachers with fixed beliefs or of
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low ability level on future failure.
Table 11 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
There was an interaction between theory of intelligence and ability level. The two-way
interaction showed that theory of intelligence and ability levels influenced teacher expectancy for
future failure toward a boy who had failed, F(1,150) = 4.79, p < .05. Teachers with fixed theory
of intelligence are more likely to see future failure in those students with low ability rather than
in those with high ability. Hypothesis 2 for the dependent variable future failure was partially
supported.
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Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Ability Level on Sympathy

Ability Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

4.21
4.76

1.01
1.02

38
38

Malleable Belief
Ability Level
High
Low

4.33
4.73

1.21
1.21

114
114
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Table 9
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Ability Level on Sympathy

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

.127

1

.127

.051

.821

Main effect II
High vs. low ability level

12.6

1

12.6

46.3***

.000

Interaction

.326

1

.326

1.19

.276

Error

40.8

150

.272

***p < .001
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Table 10
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Ability Level on Future Failure

Ability Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

3.84
4.94

.686
.824

38
38

Malleable Belief
Ability Level
High
Low

3.46
4.25

.786
.937

114
114
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Table 11
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Ability Level on Future Failure

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

16.5

1

16.5

14.5***

.000

Main effect II
High vs. low ability level

50.4

1

50.4

185.1***

.000

Interaction

1.30

1

1.30

4.79*

.030

Error

40.87

150

.273

*p < .05. ***p < .001
HYPOTHESIS 3
It was hypothesized that when teachers with fixed vs. malleable beliefs about intelligence
read vignettes about students with high vs. low effort, they will differ significantly in their levels
of frustration, sympathy, expectations of future failure, and amount of feedback given (praise).
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Effort Level on Praise
Table 12 presents means, standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs or those with
malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low effort levels on praise. Table 13 presents the
results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed, malleable) was not significant. The
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second main effect (high vs. low effort) was significant, F(1,150) = 214.8, p < .001. Students
who were high in effort level received praise that was significantly higher than that given to
students low in effort. There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 3 was not supported for the
dependent variable praise.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Effort Level on Frustration
Table 14 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs or
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low effort level on frustration. Table
15 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence, fixed vs. malleable) was significant,
F(1,150) = 10.4, p < .001. Teachers with fixed beliefs reported frustration scores in low and high
effort students that were significantly higher than those reported by teachers with malleable
beliefs. The second main effect (high vs. low effort) was significant, F(1,150) = 326.2, p < .001.
Students who were high in effort received frustration scores that were significantly lower than
those received by students low in effort. There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 3 for the
dependent variable frustration was supported.
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Table 12
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Effort Level on Praise

Effort Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

3.61
.921

1.10
2.06

38
38

Malleable Belief
Effort Level
High
Low

3.79
1.46

1.29
2.00

114
114
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Table 13
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Effort Level on Praise

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

7.55

1

7.55

1.90

.170

Main effect II
High vs. low effort level

360

1

360

214.8***

.000

Interaction

1.93

1

1.93

1.15

.284

Error

251.4

150

1.67

***p < .001
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Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Effort Level on Frustration

Effort Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

2.55
4.48

1.06
.085

38
38

Malleable Belief
Effort Level
High
Low

2.07
3.99

.842
1.13

114
114
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Table 15
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Effort Level on Frustration

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

13.6

1

13.6

10.4***

.001

Main effect II
High vs. low effort level

211.7

1

211.7

326.2***

.000

Interaction

.002

1

.002

.004

.951

Error

97.3

150

.649

***p < .001
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Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Effort Level on Sympathy
Table 16 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs or
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low effort level on sympathy. Table
17 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed vs. malleable) was not significant. The
second main effect (high vs. low effort) was significant, F(1,150) = 35.3, p < .001. Students who
were high in effort received sympathy scores that were significantly higher than those received
by students low in effort. There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 3 was not supported for the
dependent variable sympathy.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Effort Level on Future Failure
Table 18 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs and
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and high or low effort level on future failure.
Table 19 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed vs. malleable) was significant, F(1,150)
= 14.5, p < .001. Teachers with fixed beliefs reported future failure scores in low and high effort
students that were significantly higher than those reported by malleable belief teachers. The
second main effect (high vs. low effort) was significant, F(1,150) = 300.1, p < .001. Students
who were high in effort received future failure scores that were significantly lower than those
received by students low in effort. There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 3 for the
dependent variable future failure was supported.
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Table 16
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Effort Level on Sympathy

Effort Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

4.88
4.09

1.13
1.12

38
38

Malleable Belief
Effort Level
High
Low

4.78
4.29

1.33
1.24

114
114
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Table 17
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Effort Level on Sympathy

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

.127

1

.127

.051

.821

Main effect II
High vs. low effort level

23.4

1

23.4

35.3***

.000

Interaction

1.36

1

1.36

2.05

.154

Error

99.4

150

.663

***p < .001

93

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

Table 18
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and High or Low Effort Level on Future Failure

Effort Level
High
Low

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

3.63
5.15

.901
.736

38
38

Malleable Belief
Effort Level
High
Low

3.20
4.50

.818
.951

114
114
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Table 19
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and High
or Low Effort Level on Future Failure

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable
theory of intelligence

16.59

1

16.59

14.5***

.000

Main effect II
High vs. low effort level

114.4

1

114.4

300.1***

.000

Interaction

.685

1

.685

1.79

.182

Error

57.1

150

.381

***p < .001
HYPOTHESIS 4
It was hypothesized that when teachers with fixed beliefs vs. those with malleable beliefs
about intelligence read vignettes about students with disabilities vs. non-disabilities, they will
differ significantly in their levels of frustration, sympathy, expectations of future failure, and
amount of feedback given (praise).
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Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Student Condition on Praise
Table 20 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs and
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and non-disabled or disabled students on praise.
Table 21 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed vs. malleable) was not significant. The
second main effect (disabled vs. non-disabled) was not significant, and there was no interaction
effect. Praise is not supported as an important classroom variable with fixed and with malleable
teacher beliefs on disabled and non-disabled. Hypothesis 3 for the dependent variable praise is
not supported.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Student Condition on Frustration
Table 22 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs or
with malleable beliefs about intelligence and non-disabled or disabled students on frustration.
Table 23 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed vs. malleable) was significant, F(1,150)
= 10.4, p < .001. Teachers with fixed beliefs reported frustration scores that were significantly
higher toward disabled and non-disabled students than those reported by teachers with malleable
beliefs. The second main effect (disabled vs. non-disabled) was not significant. There was no
interaction effect. Hypothesis 4 for the dependent variable frustration was supported.
Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Student Condition on Sympathy
Table 24 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs or
with malleable beliefs about intelligence and non-disabled or disabled students on sympathy.
Table 25 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed or malleable) was not significant. The
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second main effect (disabled vs. non-disabled) was significant, F(1,150) = 17.1, p < .001.
Disabled students received sympathy scores significantly higher than those received by students
in the non-disabled condition. There was no interaction effect. Hypothesis 4 for the dependent
variable sympathy was not supported.

Table 20
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and Disabled or Non-Disabled Students on Praise

Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

2.34
2.19

1.37
1.40

38
38

Malleable Belief
Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

2.66
2.60

1.61
1.42

114
114
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Table 21
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and
Disabled or Non-Disabled Student Condition on Praise

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable theory
of intelligence

7.55

1

7.55

1.90

.170

Main effect II
Disabled vs. Non-Disabled

.658

1

.658

1.34

.248

Interaction

.145

1

.145

.296

.587

Error

73.5

150

.490
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Table 22
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and Disabled or Non-Disabled Students on Frustration

Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

3.60
3.43

.845
.912

38
38

Malleable Belief
Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

.991
.856

.991
.856

114
114
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Table 23
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and
Disabled or Non-Disabled Student Condition on Frustration

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable theory
of intelligence

13.6

1

13.6

10.4***

.001

Main effect II
Disabled vs. Non-Disabled

.355

1

.355

.947

.332

Interaction

.484

1

.484

1.29

.258

Error

56.2

150

.375

***p < .001
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Table 24
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and Disabled or Non-Disabled Students on Sympathy

Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

4.63
4.34

1.10
.959

38
38

Malleable Belief
Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

4.74
4.32

1.26
1.23

114
114
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Table 25
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and
Disabled or Non-Disabled Student Condition on Sympathy

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable theory
of intelligence

.127

1

.127

.051

.821

Main effect II
Disabled vs. Non-Disabled

7.23

1

7.23

17.1***

.000

Interaction

.207

1

.207

.490

.485

Error

63.4

150

.423

***p < .001
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Effects of Theory of Intelligence and Student Condition on Future Failure

Table 26 presents the means and standard deviations by teachers with fixed beliefs and
those with malleable beliefs about intelligence and non-disabled or disabled students on future
failure. Table 27 presents the results of a two-way analysis of variance of these data.
The first main effect (theory of intelligence fixed or malleable) was significant, F(1,150)
= 14.5, p < .001. Teachers with fixed beliefs gave future failure scores to disabled and nondisabled students that were significantly higher than those teachers with malleable beliefs. The
second main effect (disabled vs. non-disabled) was significant, F(1,150) = 39.9, p < .001.
Students who were in the disabled condition received future failure scores that were significantly
higher than those received by students in the non-disabled condition. There was no interaction
effect. Hypothesis 4 was supported for the dependent variable future failure.

Table 26
Means and Standard Deviations by Teachers With Fixed or Malleable Beliefs About
Intelligence and Disabled or Non-Disabled Students on Future Failure

Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

M

Fixed Belief
SD

n

4.60
4.18

.849
.633

38
38

Malleable Belief
Condition
Disabled
Non-Disabled

4.06
3.64

.949
.764

114
114
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Table 27
Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Teacher Fixed or Malleable Theory of Intelligence and
Disabled or Non-Disabled Student Condition on Future Failure

Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Main effect I
Fixed vs. malleable theory
of intelligence

16.5

1

16.5

14.5***

.000

Main effect II
Disabled vs. Non-Disabled

10.2

1

10.2

39.9***

.000

Interaction

.000

1

.000

.001

.974

Error

38.3

150

.256

*** p < .001
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Chapter V
Discussion
The major purpose of this study was to examine variables that relate to teachers’ affective
reactions to student failure. The study examines teachers either with a fixed view or with a
malleable view of intelligence and student ability, effort, and student condition. The affective
teacher reactions explored were frustration, sympathy, expectations of future failure and degree
of praise/reward. The results partially supported the principal hypotheses that teachers with fixed
views of intelligence and those teachers with malleable views of intelligence will display
different emotional reactions toward student failure. One major finding was that fixed mindset
teachers consistently display significantly more frustration and greater expectation for future
failure than malleable mindset teachers in response to classroom failure.
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 was concerned with the general difference between teachers with fixed
views and those with malleable views of intelligence on affective responses and, therefore, will
be considered first in the discussion of results. When teachers read classroom vignettes about
failure in a holistic manner their affective responses were quite different (Table 3). In classroom
failure situations fixed teachers became more frustrated and expect future failure significantly
more than malleable teachers. These results are as predicted by Dwecks’ theory, which views
fixed intelligence as a finite quantity with no growth potential, resulting in a negative outlook;
this is opposed to malleable intelligence, seen as a potential to be developed over time. Different
beliefs about intelligence also have roots in biology. Georgiou (2008) writes that entity or fixed
beliefs stem from a belief that humans are born with a level of intelligence that is pre-determined
by genetics, and that this level of intelligence is static. In contrast, malleable theorists believe
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that intelligence can be increased through schooling and learning. Educational and social factors
are emphasized and are felt to be superior to biological factors. Additionally, fixed teachers may
attribute intelligence to an uncontrollable factor, but malleable teachers may attribute intelligence
as controllable. Dwecks’ theory of intelligence interacts with the controllability factor, which
affects emotional reactions. The results of the affective reactions, praise and sympathy, were not
as hypothesized. In other words, theory of intelligence did not prove to be a significant factor on
these variables. The reactions of sympathy and praise were equal for all teachers. The results
confirm hypotheses 1 for frustration and future failure, but not for sympathy and praise.
Hypothesis 2: Praise
Hypothesis 2 sought to investigate teacher-evoked responses from reading classroom
vignettes on failures by students of varied ability levels. It predicted that there would be a
differential response on the praise variable for teachers with fixed and those with malleable
theories of intelligence. Does failure with varied ability evoke praise differentially?
Although there was a significant difference on praise, with high ability students receiving
greater praise than low ability students, theory of intelligence had no effect. Incidentally, in
Clarks’ (1997) original study greater praise and less punishment was given to the low ability
students. Nonetheless, fixed and malleable teachers reacted with praise in a similar manner to all
ability levels. Maybe all teachers refuse to punish low ability students to preserve their selfesteem. It is possible that teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable beliefs reacted to
other uncontrolled variables in the failure vignettes, neutralizing their differences. Hypothesis 2
(praise) was not supported.
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Hypothesis 2: Frustration
The expectation of hypothesis 2 was concerned with differential effects of theory on
frustration. Would failure in varied ability vignettes evoke frustration differentially?
Students with high ability evoked much less frustration than students with low ability.
Teachers with fixed beliefs and those with malleable beliefs reacted differentially on the
frustration affect. Fixed belief teachers reacted to failing students with low ability with much
more frustration than they did toward students with high ability. The fixed belief teachers reacted
affectively to the failing students with greater frustration than malleable teachers did. This is
consistent with Dwecks’ fixed theory. These teachers do not believe in the power of students to
learn from mistakes. They have no positive vision for the future; thus, their anger/frustration is
significantly higher than those with malleable mindsets. Malleable-mindset teachers seem to
respond emotionally with less frustration because they (malleable) view educational
improvements being made; therefore, no need to react with anger/frustration. This is in accord
with previous research showing that malleable theorists tend to be more academically motivated
and perform at higher academic levels than those who view intelligence as a fixed, unchangeable
trait (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Dweck, 2000). This mindset is a better quality
for teachers to have in the classroom especially in diverse ethnic classrooms, and in classes with
students who have learning problems and disabilities. As in hypothesis 1, fixed-view teachers
may view failure due to low ability as uncontrollable, whereas malleable-view teachers view
ability as controllable.
Hypothesis 2: Sympathy
The expectation of hypothesis 2 was additionally concerned with the differential effects
of theory of intelligence on the emotion, sympathy. It was predicted that teachers with fixed and
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those with malleable theories of intelligence would have different sympathy responses to failure
at different ability levels.
Results show that there was significantly higher sympathy toward low ability students
than towards high ability students. These findings are consistent with previous researchers who
used the term, pity, as synonymous with sympathy (Clark, 1997; Clark & Artiles, 2000; Panik,
2010), and found that teachers tended to respond with greater pity for students who are low in
ability. Theory of intelligence did not influence the amount of sympathy felt towards students.
The sympathy affect was not influenced differentially by teachers with a fixed view or by those
with a malleable view of intelligence.
Hypothesis 2: Future Failure
Expectation for future failure was another teacher response investigated in hypothesis 2.
It was predicted that teachers with fixed views and those with malleable views of intelligence
would show significant differences in their expectations for future failure at different ability
levels.
For the variable future failure there was an interaction effect between theory of
intelligence and ability level (Table 11). For high ability students, teachers’ theories of
intelligence does not affect their beliefs about future failure. However, for students with low
ability, teachers with fixed theory of intelligence are more likely to believe that students will fail
in the future, as compared with teachers with a malleable theory of intelligence. Low ability
students are expected to fail in the future according to fixed theory teachers. However, malleable
teachers do not expect future failure in low or high ability students. These results clearly show
that if a student has high ability, his future chances for success are viewed as probable by all
teachers. If a student has low ability, fixed theorists will expect him to fail in the future, as

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

108

opposed to the malleable theorists who do not expect future failure. This is as expected from
mindset theory. Again, this finding is supported by Dwecks’ work indicating that those with
malleable beliefs are optimistic and believe learning occurs through failure. Ability level does
not prevent teachers with malleable mindsets from instructing students without bias and
expectations of positive results. This exemplifies the growth mindset, contrary to the fixed
mindset which views low ability as a static, limited entity. Fixed theory teachers see ability as
uncontrollable, whereas malleable theory teachers view ability as controllable.
Hypothesis 3: Praise
The expectation of Hypothesis 3 was concerned with the differential effects of theory of
intelligence on praise. It was proposed to investigate fixed and malleable theory differences in
praise reaction to students exerting varied levels of effort.
Results indicate that students who are high in effort receive greater praise/reward than
low effort students. This seems to be due to teachers holding an implicit belief that effort is
controllable by the student and merits praise or punishment. If effort is viewed as controllable,
maximum punishment may be given. If viewed as uncontrollable, maximum reward may be
given. Nonetheless, there was no significant difference for the affective response between
teachers with fixed or with malleable view of intelligence. All teachers seem to praise students
who work hard to a greater degree than they do students of poor effort. Students who work hard
tend to evoke the affective praise response from teachers. Evoked praise is not influenced by
different theories of intelligence.
Hypothesis 3: Frustration
Hypothesis 3 was investigated to evaluate whether or not failure with varied effort evokes
frustrations differentially. It was proposed that teachers with fixed vs. malleable intelligence
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beliefs and varied effort levels would differ significantly in frustration reactions. Students
exerting high effort elicited less anger than their low effort peers, which is consistent with the
literature.
Results indicate that low effort students evoke significantly more frustration from their
teachers, and that the theory of intelligence was a factor. There was a significant difference
between fixed theory and malleable theory on the degree of frustration that teachers express
toward the students with high and low effort. Fixed belief teachers reacted to failure with greater
anger/frustration affect because their mindsets do not incorporate growth through failure. As a
result, they become more frustrated towards students and the learning process (Dweck, 2000).
Teachers with malleable views of intelligence respond with less emotional frustration toward
failure because they believe that growth will or can result from failure. Because of a positive
outlook they do not react with a high degree of anger/frustration. Thus, malleable mindsets in
teachers are better than fixed mindset in teachers. One promotes growth in the classroom; the
other does not view growth possibilities. Fixed view was influenced negatively by effort, an
uncontrollable variable; malleable view was influenced positively by effort, a controllable
variable.
Hypothesis 3: Sympathy
The sympathy response to failure vignettes depicting varied effort was explored in
hypotheses 3. It was predicted that teachers with fixed views and those with malleable views of
intelligence would show significant differences in their sympathy responses at different levels of
student effort. Would the affect sympathy be evoked differentially?
Results show that students low in effort received greater teacher sympathy than high
effort students in failure situations. This suggests that teachers may see failure as being out of the
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student’s control which arouses greater sympathy responses. In contrast, effort is viewed as
controllable in high effort students, which arouses little sympathy. Regardless of this speculation,
teachers with fixed views of intelligence and those with malleable views of intelligence did not
differ in their tendency to respond sympathetically. Degree of effort, whether controllable or not,
is not affected by teacher views of intelligence.
Hypothesis 3: Future Failure
Expectations for future failure was another teacher response investigated in hypotheses 3.
It was predicted that teachers with fixed views of intelligence and those with malleable views of
intelligence would show significant differences in their expectations for future failure from
students with varied levels of effort. Would varied effort evoke future failure differentially?
The results revealed significant differences between teachers both on theory of
intelligence and on effort level on expectations for future failure. All teachers seem to connect
degree of effort expended in the classroom with academic success or failure. Clearly, high effort
is a trait that is viewed as important for achievement success now and in future activities that
demand effort. Low effort students seem to evoke the feeling in teachers that failure due to low
effort now will continue to mean failure in the future. Teachers seem to view low effort as an
uncontrollable factor.
Theory of intelligence had a significant differential influence on expectations for future
failure. Fixed theorists teachers expect future failure to a greater extent than malleable theorist
teachers. Most likely, fixed theorist teachers view effort as uncontrollable. They see students as
unable to alter their degrees of effort. Malleable theorist teachers view effort as something
students can control. These differences are as predicted, by Dweck’s (2000) theory of
intelligence. Fixed theorists see low effort as a static entity that blocks future academic success.
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However, malleable theorists who are more positively oriented toward academics know that they
can increase degree of effort in failing students. Student effort is a component of all classroom
activities. The positive malleable mindset is an asset to teachers who deal with failure and
diversity in the classroom situation.
Hypothesis 4: Praise
The praise response to failure vignettes of students with and without learning disabilities
was explored in hypotheses 4. It was predicted that teachers with fixed views and those with
malleable views of intelligence would show significant differences in their praise responses to
learning disabled and non-disabled students. Would the praise response be evoked differentially?
An analysis of the statistics indicates that all teachers responded to disabled and nondisabled students with equal praise. Likewise, teachers with different mindsets also responded
with equal praise to both groups. These results are unexpected because one would expect
malleable teachers to view a learning disability as a controllable condition and increase praise.
Malleable teachers also responded with less praise in the low ability and low effort conditions.
The present results are consistent with Gutshall (2017), who concluded that teachers‘responses to
scenarios were not influenced either by disability or by gender. She also concluded that there is a
gap in research investigating teachers’ implicit theories of intelligence and students with and
without learning disabilities.
Hypothesis 4: Frustration
Hypothesis 4 was concerned with the differential effects of theory of intelligence on the
frustration response. It was hypothesized that teachers with fixed views and those with malleable
views of intelligence would show significant differences in their frustration responses to learning
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disabled and non-disabled students. In other words, would frustration be evoked differentially in
teachers by disabled and non-disabled students?
The results indicate that, in general, teachers responded with equal frustration to learning
disabled and to non-learning disabled students. Yet, there was a significant difference in evoked
frustration between fixed teachers and malleable teachers. Theory of intelligence had an effect
and hypotheses 4 was supported for frustration. It is highly probable that fixed theorists relate
learning problems to an innate, uncontrollable condition, as opposed to malleable theorists who
view it as controllable. For the latter, a disability will not interfere with educational gains, thus
there is no need to react with frustration. Malleable mindset teachers can provide instruction in a
more relaxed state. Additionally, whether teachers view a learning disability as educationally or
medically based appears irrelevant; malleable theorists would view both as controllable causes.
Clark (1997) reported that high-ability, high-effort, non-disabled students were least
likely to fail, and that low-ability, low-effort students with learning disabilities were most likely
to fail in the future. The present study leads one to speculate that teachers with the malleable
mindset would disagree with these results. In accord with the literature reviewed in this study,
teachers’ expression of anger/frustration is linked to their achievement expectations for the
student. Evoked anger/frustration in the classroom tells students that they have high ability and
the outcome is controllable. However, there is a significant gap in the literature explaining
teacher emotions related to their beliefs about intelligence. Frustration is a common classroom
expression of emotion that occurs differentially in teachers with different mindsets.
Hypothesis 4: Sympathy
Hypothesis 4 explored the differential effects of theory of intelligence on the sympathy
response. It was hypothesized that teachers with fixed views and those with malleable views of
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intelligence would show significant differences in sympathy expressed towards learning disabled
students and non-learning disabled students. Would sympathy be evoked differentially in
teachers by disabled and non-disabled students?
The results indicate that teachers in general felt the greatest sympathy towards students
with learning problems than toward non-disabled students. This response suggests that general
education teachers have lower expectations of achievement for disabled than for non-disabled
students. An interesting issue, but not a component of this study, is whether teachers view
learning disabilities as medically or as educationally based. Teachers view achievement as
uncontrollable by the disabled students and send a low ability message about competence (Clark,
1997; Reyna & Weiner, 2001; Woodcock, 2010). However, theory of intelligence had no effect
contrary to Dweck (2000). Teachers with fixed beliefs did not differ from teachers with
malleable beliefs in their emotional expression of sympathy. Thus, hypothesis 4 for sympathy
was rejected. The explanation for this may be simple. It is possible that fixed theorists hold a
negative view toward achievement because of anti-growth beliefs, whereas malleable theorists
do not express great sympathy because there is no need to. The malleable, growth mindset
teachers have high expectations for achievement by the disabled; expectations are no different
than for non-disabled students.
The results can be viewed from a psychodynamic orientation. Here, one would speculate
that malleable theorists have certain personality traits, which impede empathic reaction toward
the disabled because of the anxiety it arouses in them (Devereux, 1966). Much work needs to be
done investigating teacher personality traits in relation to academic achievement.
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Hypothesis 4: Future Failure
Expectation for future failure was another teacher response investigated in hypothesis 4.
It was predicted that teachers with fixed views and those with malleable views of intelligence
would show significant differences in their expectations for future failure in students with and
without learning disabilities. Would expectations about future failure be evoked differentially in
disabled and non-disabled students?
An analysis of the data indicates that the first main effects (theory of intelligence) and
also the second main effect (disable vs. non-disabled) were significant. These results indicate
that teachers expect future failure much more extensively for boys with learning disabilities as
opposed to those without disabilities. This supports the research literature documenting that
students with learning disabilities have incorporated a set of beliefs detrimental to their future
achievements (Woodcock, 2010). Similarly, teachers with fixed and malleable views of
intelligence responded differentially. Fixed theorists expect greater future failure from learning
disabled students than malleable theorists do. Whether viewed as an educational or medical
problem, it is nonetheless uncontrollable. Most likely, the fixed theorists view the cause of
failure as uncontrollable in the learning disabled student, yet the malleable theorists view failure
as a controllable situation. These results are as expected according to Dwecks’ (2000) theory of
intelligence. Learning disabilities are viewed as a fixed, static entity which is an impediment to
intellectual growth and academic achievement by fixed theorists, but a disability is viewed as
contributable to intellectual growth and academic achievement with satisfactory effort by
malleable theorists. In today’s inclusive classrooms where teachers are confronted with low
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effort and low ability students, and also students with disabilities, teachers with malleable
mindsets would develop student potential optimally, as opposed to fixed mindset teachers.
Implications
The inclusive classroom has resulted in controversy among educators. The research
literature indicates that many teachers feel pedagogically and emotionally incompetent to
function as effective classroom managers. Teachers view the expansion of inclusive programs
and the increased needs of special students as overwhelming. This mindset which reflects not
only a paucity of competence, but also of educational leadership is troublesome, given the
influence of teachers on the academic, social and emotional development of students. This crisis
caused by the inclusion model has negative educational impacts on both regular and on special
education students. It is important to remember that the inclusive model is a byproduct of the
judicial system, not based on any research-based evidence. This study was conducted in an
attempt to obtain empirical evidence regarding the inclusive model, in an attempt to empower
educators and to improve their sense of efficacy. Increased understanding of classroom dynamics
is viewed as an essential component in the solution of this problem.
The literature has shown that teacher affects within the classroom, as well as teacher
personality types influence academic achievement, self-esteem, and social growth and
development. Understanding these relations is important because of the impact of students’
interpretations of teachers’ emotional responses to student failure. By understanding the
influence of teacher variables that may contribute or guide these emotional responses, teacher
educators can work with teachers to help them gain a better understanding of the influence of
their traits within the classroom, and ultimately become more efficacious teachers. Teacher
personality traits and their emotional responses to student failure were examined. By
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investigating four experimental variables, i.e., teacher view of intelligence as fixed or malleable,
student ability, effort expended, and disabled or non-disabled status on teacher affective
responses, certain aspects of teacher behavior in the inclusive classroom were clarified.
Using Dwecks’ Theory of Intelligence Scale, teachers were divided into two groups;
those with fixed beliefs and those with malleable beliefs about intelligence. Teachers with fixed
mindsets clearly displayed a more negative attitude toward students than teachers with malleable
mindsets. Fixed mindset teachers expect struggling students to fail and react with a significant
amount of frustration toward them. Failure seems to be a self-fulfilling prophecy. On the other
hand, malleable mindset teachers possess personality features more conducive to effective
classroom instruction. Malleable teachers do not react in an angry frustrated manner toward
struggling students and do not expect failure in the future. Possessing a growth mindset,
malleable teachers expect learning and achievement to result from failure.
These results have several implications for teacher education. Because growth mindset is
superior to fixed mindset, teachers should be educated in developing a growth mindset. The
existing work force of teachers should be retrained in mindset theory and practice through inservice training programs or in other continuing training program such as brainiology. Teachers
in training should also be exposed to growth mindset theory as part of their teacher education
curriculum. All instructors should be aware of the manner in which their mindset and emotional
reactions affect their student achievement. Professional education that focuses on changing a
fixed theory of intelligence to a malleable theory may help teachers cope with challenges,
obstacles, and difficulties, resulting in positive outcomes for students.
All teachers need to be educated in the fact that low ability or low effort in students is not
a permanent status that will continuously result in failure. Similarly, having a learning disability
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is not a condition for continuous failure. Teacher awareness about their own thinking and
emotional expression is crucial in improving student self-esteem and academic achievement.
Limitations of the Study
As with any research study there are a few drawbacks that have emerged. This study
focused on teacher reactions to students in a failure situation in school. The data, however, were
obtained by using hypothetical classroom vignettes as stimuli to present failure classroom
situations rather than actual “in vivo” classrooms. The use of hypothetical vignettes did not allow
the study to capture the dynamics of the classroom (Clark, 1997; Panik, 2010). The real
relationship between teacher and student in a school situation is not reflected when using
vignettes. Furthermore, subjects were volunteers who completed online packets which did not
allow for random selection. As such, a quasi-experimental design was utilized with threats to
internal and external validity.
The generalizability of results may be reduced with the use of vignettes, a threat to
external validity. On the other hand, using vignettes increases control of confounding extraneous
variables and strengthens the internal validity of the study. In addition, the vignettes are not
mundane, but express experimental realism. “The vignettes used in the present study were well
researched, tested through a series of pilot studies, and used in two previous studies examining
teachers’ responses to student failure” (Clark, 1997; Clark & Artiles, 2000, as cited in Panik,
2010), and in doctoral research by Panik (2010). These studies point to the credibility of these
vignettes for research.
Another limit is that participants are only from states in the northeast section of the
United States. Further investigation of the hypotheses in this study could be expanded to other
US geographic areas and/or cross-culturally. Only female teachers were used and are not
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representative of all K-12 teachers. Additionally, female teacher volunteers may possess
personality traits that are different from those in the general population of general education
teachers.
The data were collected using vignettes, reported demographic items, and questionnaires,
all of which use self-reporting. A potential weakness using this method is that subjects could
have responded by tending to fake good or fake bad, according to what they perceived as
socially acceptable responses.
The generalizability and conclusions drawn from the study must be limited to female
teachers (K-12) and to male students as depicted in the vignettes. Last, the study pertains only to
students failing a test of generic content and cannot be generalized to tests of specific subject
matter content.
Suggestions for Further Research
This study can be replicated using actual classroom settings in lieu of vignettes. It can
also be expanded to the higher education setting. Only female teachers were subjects. Further
studies can compare the classroom affect between male and female teachers. Additional teacher
variables such as race, sex, age, grade level, and experience are independent variables that can
expand this research. Similarly, additional variables should be studied in students who fail such
as race, sex, age, grade level, specific content area, and type of learning disability. Although
only main-effect hypotheses were investigated in this research study, utilizing these previously
mentioned variables in multifactorial designs would be fruitful.
This study focused on teacher implicit theory of intelligence (fixed or malleable). Further
contributions to motivation and Dweck’s implicit theory of intelligence would be obtained by
studying various teacher implicit theories matched with student implicit theories.
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This study initiated from research by Clark (1997), who studied teacher responses to
learning disabled students. One of Clark’s recommendations was to investigate personality
characteristics of teachers toward students. Expanding her research, this study hypothesized that
teachers with various implicit theories of intelligence would react significantly different toward
students. Further studies of personality variables and teacher characteristics which influence
their behavior toward regular and special education students requires further investigations.
Summary
The present study was designed in an effort to explore and examine teacher personality
variables that relate to affective responses to student failure. This study examined the effects of
fixed and malleable beliefs by teachers regarding intelligence, attributions of controllability, and
student condition upon affective responses.
The study was organized into two phases. Initially, the Dweck Theory of Intelligence
Scale (Dweck, 2000) was administered for the purpose of dividing teachers into two categories,
those who possess a fixed view of intelligence (entity) and those who possess a malleable view
of intelligence (incremental). Each group then responded to eight vignettes describing classroom
failure, which were experimentally manipulated on ability level, effort expended and student
condition.
Each vignette describes a hypothetical boy who had just taken a typical classroom test
and failed. Three types of information were provided in each scenario: a statement of student
ability, a statement of level of effort, and additional information on academic performance
identifying four students as disabled and four as non-disabled. The experimental conditions were
high or low ability, high or low effort, and learning disabled or non-disabled. The differential
effects of this experimental manipulation on teacher affective reactions were then examined.
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Teachers responded to the affective dependent variables of frustration, sympathy, expectation for
future failure, and praise/reward.
Two hundred and ten predominately white, general education teachers participated in the
study. Grade levels ranged from K-12 in urban, suburban and rural school districts from nine
states in the Northeast region according to the United States census. All teachers completed an
extensive demographic questionnaire (appendix A).
The data on fixed and malleable teacher personality differences on affective responses
were treated by four t-tests to explore if there were significant differences between the means of
the groups affective responses. Twelve two-way analysis of variances were utilized to assess
theory of intelligence and ability level, theory of intelligence and effort level, and theory of
intelligence and student condition on the four dependent variables: frustration, sympathy,
expectation of future failure, and praise/reward.
The general hypothesis that teachers with different mindsets about intelligence would
display different affective responses to classroom failure was partially supported. The status of
the original sixteen hypotheses is as follows:
1. Teachers with fixed beliefs will differ significantly from teachers with malleable beliefs
in their levels of, A. frustration, B. sympathy, C. future beliefs about student failure, and
D. praise/reward. Hypotheses 1 was accepted for frustration and future beliefs about
student failure, but rejected for sympathy and praise/reward.
2. When teachers with fixed vs. malleable intelligence beliefs read vignettes about students
with high versus low ability, they will differ in their levels of A. frustration, B. sympathy,
C. future beliefs about student failure, and D. praise/reward. Hypothesis 2. was accepted
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for frustration and partially supported for future beliefs about student failure, but rejected
for sympathy and praise/reward.
3. When teachers with fixed vs. malleable intelligence beliefs read vignettes about students
with high versus low effort, they will differ in their levels of, A. frustration, B.
sympathy, C. future believes about student failure, and D. praise/reward. Hypotheses 3.
was accepted for frustration and future beliefs about student failure but rejected for
sympathy and praise/reward.
4. When teachers with fixed vs. malleable intelligence beliefs read vignettes about students
with disability vs. non-disability, they will differ in their levels of
A. frustration, B. sympathy, C. future believes about student failure, and D.
praise/reward. Hypotheses 4. was accepted for frustration and future beliefs about student
failure but rejected for sympathy and praise/reward.
Educational and social psychological literature has concluded that the classroom is a
social setting. The inclusive classroom is a ubiquitous social model in American education today.
Emotions have a bi-directional interaction between teachers and students, which impacts the
educational process. Dwecks’ theory of fixed and malleable mindsets was incorporated in this
study in order to further understand teacher affective reactions to student failure. The findings
show that fixed and malleable theorists differ in their emotional responses of frustration and
expectation for future failure in the ability, effort, and student status conditions. There was no
differential response between groups on expressions of sympathy or praise in any conditions.
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Demographic Questionnaire

What is your gender?
m Male (1)
m Female (2)
What position best describes your current work occupation?
m
m
m
m
m

Sales (1)
K-12 certified teacher (2)
Construction (3)
Accountant (4)
Other (5)

In which state do you currently reside?
________

What is the highest level of formal education you have obtained?
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

Bachelor degree (1)
Bachelor degree + 15 credits (2)
Master's degree (3)
Master's degree +15 credits (4)
Master's degree + 30 credits (5)
Master's degree + 45 credits (6)
Doctoral degree (7)
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About how many years have you been teaching?
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

1-5 (1)
6-10 (2)
11-15 (3)
16-20 (4)
21-25 (5)
26-30 (6)
31 or more (7)

What grade level(s) are you currently teaching?
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q
q

Kindergarten (0)
1st grade (1)
2nd grade (2)
3rd grade (3)
4th grade (4)
5th grade (5)
6th grade (6)
7th grade (7)
8th grade (8)
9th grade (9)
10th grade (10)
11th grade (11)
12th grade (12)

How would you describe your district?
m Urban (1)
m Suburban (2)
m Rural (3)
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Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be:
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

White (1)
Black or African American (2)
American Indian or Alaska Native (3)
Asian (4)
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (5)
Hispanic (6)
Multiple ethnicity/Other (please specify) (7) ________

What is your age?
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

17 or younger (1)
18-20 (2)
21-29 (3)
30-39 (4)
40-49 (5)
50-59 (6)
60 or older (7)

Which of the following best describes your current relationship status?
m
m
m
m
m
m
m

Married (1)
Widowed (2)
Divorced (3)
Separated (4)
In a domestic partnership or civil union (5)
Single, but cohabiting with a significant other (6)
Single, never married (7)

Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?
m
m
m
m
m
m

Employed, working full-time (1)
Employed, working part-time (2)
Not employed, looking for work (3)
Not employed, NOT looking for work (4)
Retired (5)
Disabled, not able to work (6)
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Have you achieved tenure in this or any other district?
m Yes (1)
m No (2)
In which state do you currently work?
_________
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APPENDIX B
DWECK THEORIES OF INTELLIGENCE SCALE
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This questionnaire has been designed to investigate ideas about intelligence. There are no right or
wrong answers. We are interested in your ideas.
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by writing the number that corresponds to your opinion in the space next to
each statement.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Mostly Agree

Mostly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

______. 1 You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you can’t really do much to change it.
______. 2 Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much.
______. 3 No matter who you are, you can significantly change your intelligence level.
______. 4 To be honest, you can’t really change how intelligent you are.
______. 5 You can always substantially change how intelligent you are.
______. 6 You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic intelligence.
______. 7 No matter how much intelligence you have, you can always change it quite a bit.
______. 8 You can change even your basic intelligence level considerably.
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APPENDIX C
FAILURE VIGNETTES/AFFECT SCALES

154

155

EFFECTS OF FIXED AND MALLEABLE INTELLIGENCE

Eight vignettes (brief scenarios) have been created, each describing a hypothetical boy who had just
taken a typical classroom test and failed. You are asked to provide feedback in response to the test
results. Read each story and circle the response that best describes your feelings towards the
student.

Thomas is a student in your class. He is a very bright child, among the brightest in the class. He always
works hard in class, finishes his assignments, and does his homework properly. He is able to work
independently and rarely has to ask for help.

What type of feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Phillip is a student in your class. He has greater aptitude for academic tasks than most children in the
class. Although he occasionally does excellent work, he is usually off task and does not participate in
class often. He rarely completes class assignments and does not do much of his homework

What type of feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Christopher’s ability is somewhat below that of most children in his class. He works hard in class, asking
for help when he needs it. He tries to participate in group work. His homework is finished regularly, and
class work, even if not always quite finished, is done properly.

What type of feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Jeffrey is a student whose limited ability is below that of most children in his class. He seldom does
classwork completely or he hurries through it, making many errors. He rarely does his homework or
studies at home, but always has an excuse why he hasn’t. When encouraged to slow down and work
carefully, his work can be appropriate for his age level.

What type of feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Steven is a student in your class. He is of higher ability than many in the class but has difficulty with
tasks he must do in writing, such as writing stories where he must formulate correct sentences and spell
correctly. He receives support services which are helping him develop strategies to improve his written
work. He works hard but slowly in class, using the methods he was taught and usually completes
assignments. His homework is generally done properly.

What feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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James is a student in your class. He is a rather bright boy but has some difficulty with comprehension,
both in math and reading. He sees the Resource Specialist for assistance with his comprehension deficits.
He does the majority of his classwork quickly, often making many errors. Homework is done the same
way unless a parent supervises him. His participation in group work varies but is usually limited.

What feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Andrew is a student in your class. He is considered to have lower aptitude for academic tasks than most
children in the class. He works slowly but hard in class, generally finishing shortened class assignments.
His family works with him at home where he finishes his homework and prepares for school. To help him
be successful in language arts and math, he receives services from the Support Teacher.

What feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Brian is a student in your class. He is of limited ability compared to most of his classmates. He seldom
completes his class work or homework, is often off task, and does not participate in instructional groups.
Because of his deficits in language arts and math, he receives services from the Learning Support
Teacher.

What feedback would you give this child? (eg. circle positive 5 if your feedback is highly
positive, or circle negative 5 if it is highly negative. Please circle one of the numbers).

5

4

3

2

1

1

2

3

- Negative

4

+ Positive

How much frustration would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How much sympathy would you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

(very little)

6

7

(very much)

How likely is it this child will fail (a future test) again?
1
(very little)

2

3

4

5

6

7

(very much)

5
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Vignettes Describing the Hypothetical Boys
No learning disabilities

Learning disabilities

High ability,
high effort

Thomas is a student in your class. He
is a very bright child - among the
brightest in the class. He always works
hard in class, finishes his assignments,
and does his homework properly. He is
able to work independently and rarely
has to ask for help.

Steven is a student in your class. He is of higher
ability than many in his class but has difficulty with
tasks he must do in writing, such as writing stories,
where he must formulate correct sentences and spell
correctly. He receives Resource Specialist Program
services, which are helping him develop strategies to
improve his written work. He works hard but slowly
in class, using the methods he was taught; he usually
completes assignments. His homework is generally
done properly, as well.

High ability,
low effort

Phillip is a student in your class. He
has greater aptitude for academic tasks
than most children in his class.
Although he occasionally does
excellent work, he is usually off task
and does not participate in class often.
He rarely completes class assignments
and does not do much of his
homework.

Jimmy is a student in your class. He is a rather bright
boy but has some difficulty with comprehension,
both in math and in reading. He sees the resource
specialist for assistance with his comprehension
difficulties. He does the majority of his classwork
quickly, often making many errors. Homework is
done the same way unless a parent supervises him.
His participation in group work varies but is usually
limited.

Christopher is a student in your class.
He has ability somewhat below that of
most children in his class. He works
hard in class, asking for help when he
needs it. He tries to participate in
group work. His homework is finished
regularly, and classwork, even if not
always quite finished, is done properly.

Andrew is a student in your class. He is considered to
have lower aptitude for academic tasks than most
children in the class. He works slowly, but hard, in
class, generally finishing shortened class
assignments. His family works with him at home,
where he finishes his homework and prepares for
school. To help him be successful in language arts
and math, he receives services from the resource
specialist.

Jeffrey is a student whose limited
ability is below that of most children in
his class. He seldom does classwork
completely, or he hurries through it,
making many errors. He rarely does
his homework or studies at home but
always has an excuse for why he
hasn't. When encouraged to slow down
and work carefully, his work can be
appropriate for his grade level.

Brian is a student in your class. He is of limited
ability as compared to most of his classmates. He
seldom completes his class work or homework, is
often off task, and does not participate in
instructional groups. Because of his deficits in
language arts and math, he receives services from the
Resource Specialist Program.

Low ability,
high effort

Low ability,
low effort
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Date
Dear Teacher,
I am a graduate student in school psychology at the Philadelphia College of Osteopathic
Medicine. As a requirement for my program, I am conducting a research study for my doctoral
dissertation and would appreciate your assistance. The purpose of my study is to examine teacher
beliefs about intelligence and their emotional responses to students who fail. If you agree to
participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a survey about intelligence and rate
emotive responses about classroom failure. In addition, you will be asked to complete a short
survey about your background as a teacher.
I understand that your time is extremely valuable. Therefore, I have designed this task to take as
little of your time as possible. In total, completing the surveys should require approximately 20
minutes of your time. No evident risks are involved with participating in this study. Participation
is completely voluntary. You may withdraw from the study at any time and you will not be
penalized in anyway if you choose not to participate. Your responses are completely confidential
and your name will not be linked to any information that you will be asked to provide. All
completed questionnaires will be kept secured and confidential, accessible only by Qualtrics, the
principal investigator, and the dissertation committee.
In addition, if you are interested in receiving information regarding the results of this study, or
have any questions concerning this study, I can be contacted via email at
gbeard749@yahoo.com, or via telephone at 856-979-8341. If you have any questions concerning
your rights as a participant in this study, you may contact Dr. Virginia Salzer, associate professor
of psychology at the Philadelphia College of Osteopathic Medicine at 215-871-6442.
Thank you for your participation in this study.
Sincerely,
Gary Beard
School Psychologist
Doctoral Candidate

